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DIDAZW OF INFOMWATION DIRPMD R• W O AT KFA ?0 XO
C1IAiI3 OF MILITA•• T ROWA1 O 710NY

"The PaneL does not desire c r n information emcewning major
ananges of the past. Instead- the aneT wants only that information
necessary to an underutending of the "mechanism for change" which was
Internal to th+ organisation st the Use it was reorganlied in each ease.

The Panel does not consider a change Ma!or which did not ha-e an Important
impact on mission performance, the de•,•lon-making process, the coastnd
and control function, or coordination with other 3overnmtental depattments

5 ~or agencies.

r ients should inclkde, but not be restricted tot

a a. A description of each major organisational h•htige.

1b. An identification of the "new concepcs" which served to justi,,Py
the a•A,,e.

.., An analysis of the relattiv degree to which the change in concept

was motivated by deas• ,events, prsonallifts, new weapons, and formalorganizations which were dedicated to bringing about the ehange. *

I. d. Showing the relationship in time among ideas, events, and hardware.

e. Showing the roleplayed by people operating as Individuals as
opposed to people who operated as movers within the or~gnizations vwhito
pushed for the change.

f, A description of, thq manner and degree in which a "mechanism for
change" hts been institutionalised within the military in the past at the
time of each major change.

S. A description of the interplay between individuals advocating
hohir-e, and the central organisational authority of the time.

U. A description of the relationship between military education
I and clange.

i. A description of the influence for change exerted by agencies
which were outside of the military.
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The attached comments assume that the Panel an Its staff e fze ili
vith the details of the post-Z194 organisational developments. Can-
sequently, emphasis has been placed on the abiding factors that have
.eonditioned all Defense reorgdnizations and on the interaction or•, •these factors In advancing and limiting change.

*i*evita&by# the point of viev is that of the Office of the secretaryof Defense. M/hle it Is true that th Department has no reason for
i~ts ,xstantne except the forces in the field, it Is equally true thaý

I e~very staff officer shoul.d think in 'terma of the probluna of his
muporiwr, act In terms of' hits own problems. both facts a"e still•

frequently forgotten.

P. A. Winnaecker
Historian, 08D
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It is beyond dispute thea. we would not, have organited our amed

ftreQa the wey they ae today It vs could have started from scratch
after World War It. 1eh an opportunity, however, never existed. 'he
key probles was and remains what Is practicable in the extutlaig environ-
ment, not what Is theortically desirable. [

Important smong the factors Influencing the polt-191 . military
orlganiation have bnen (1) the historically inhrained attitude.ot t.he
couhtry to the military# (2) the Constitutional checks and blances
betvaun the Utcutive and Legislative Brnches, (3) the traditional
relationshlp of the Comasnder-in-Chti" to the military Servicen, (4) the
changing role of the military expertp nfai (S) the upsetting technologieilr~volution or oure op,

1. The N~ation L-ýnks at the Military 1,. '

Throughout our history we have had an ambivalent. attitude to ourprofessional mili tary. i

"it have extended to the uniTorm much o0 the respact we hold for the

flag. We hve m honorable military service almost a prerequAisite for
ltactive offled during much oo our hsator', Most of us amr martial

virtues -- honor, duty, country. The majority of our nationul heroes
ar military men.

At the came te we insist on civilian eontrol of the military.

Not rAny parents rejoice when their offspring thoosos a military I
career. The va'ut majority readily trlievys Ay story abaat military
wute &-A stupidity, symbolised in ovr derogatory concept of the 'itlitarymind." The -Ailitery and mirlitarism ae constantly confused.

It Is the attitude of suspicion that haq usually been dominant. All
reorganisations must claim to enhance civiliae control. Civilian
guidance Is required to increAe economy and efficiencys A Prussian
General Staff system, whatever that may be, spells the domi of the Re-
public. In var the armed forces wre "our boys," but in peace the utmost
vigilance It itrliated.

This attitude is reenforced by the prevalent views coneerA.ng our
national interests. Geography and the wealth ot our resources have mude
us an lIolattonist nation at heart. We want the world to leave us alone.
The fact tnat such laolatloniam is no longer feasible is accepted only
reluctantly, It It is accepte:d at &.ll. We would like to ignore the
world-wide responsibilities that have been thrust upop us -- lareely
again.it our will. 'W, dream of a world as It should be, trying to
Ignore the world as Ut is$ and our armed forces are a constant reminderL

IReprojuced Iro
1.best Avslasble copy.
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F ' tbat our drems are not being realiined. Thus, the militarye at best; I a neeasry evil, never to be given the benefit of the doubt.

2. The President and the Caongss

In the Declaration of Independence the Founding Fathers listted In
their Indictment of George II that "he has kept mone us in times of
peace St3.41in Armiss, without the consent of our legislators," an.that "he has effected to render the Military Independent of and isuperior
to the oavil power." The fear of military rule was & stong In 1787,1' when the Constitution was being fashioned, at It hA been in 1776. The'I Constitutional clauses, authorising a Standirn Army and establishing aSComwier-In-Chief, were approved only after lendthy debate and after

ap.ci•cic safeguards had been written into the Constitution.

1 The Cowarand'r-in-Chief's office was assigned to an elected offical,
the President, accountable to the people every four years, but the in-
strumonts of control were vented In the Congress. Not only was the
President to share his aplotive power with the Senate but the Congress
Vas Clc€itcally given (ait he paver to declare war, (b) the power ofthe purse, (c) the pwer of making rules for the government and regu-
"lation of the armed forces, (d) the power to call the*militia into
Federal service, and (e) the power to impeach the Camsmander-in.Cfief.

Paradoxically, by guarding against the possible misuse of military
force, the Founding Fathers weakened the exercise of effective civilian
control. The arm#A forces received two masters instead of one, and
these two, Jealous of their respective povers, were frequently In dis-
agreement with each other. The failure to define the authority or the
Coeuander-In-Chief eaded fuel to the conflict. Thus, the milita-y "er-
vices usually received a sympathetic hearing in the rong•rss wheneverr their dislike of an order fram their immediate superior became known.

, From a management poir.t of view, this situation can be considered
intolerable. From a politi.al point of view, it Is acceptable to those
who believe In checks and balances -- particularly since the difflo=lties
created by the dual control have been merely annoying rather than trulS~harist~al.

3. One HIundred FigUi;y Years of Unification

The armed forces have been unified since 17890 under the President,
Ul.hr Commander-in-Chlef. What has changed from time to time is merely

-" the organizational pattern supporting the reesldent in carrying out his
military functions.

i During the first nine years of the Republic, when the armed forces
were practically non-existent, a single War Department assisted the
President. In 1798 naval activities were asuigned to a newly created

3 Reoroduced from
el1.U best available cop .!'1



Department of the Navy, anid for nearly 150 years the President vas the
sole coordinator of the two departments and the sole court for settlingL
dispute$.

Duin te 9t cntrythis asareaconn'ble sLrangowrnt and notr
very burdensome. Ar~my and Navy risslonR seldonm overlapped, end, in the
absence of instant comimunications, such prubleimo as arose in the field
had to be resolved in the field yqway. Moreover, the mititary S~rvievs,
being relatively small organizatione, except In time of war, caused no
earth-shaking problems. The peace time Army never reached 30,000 men
In the years before the spantah-American War, wid the peace time Navy
stayed below 13,000, and the peace time Maorine Corps below 4,00

This situation graduall~y changed after the turr of the century.
First, the emaergence of the United States as a world power, a~ccon;anied
by a deeper involvement In internatiotial problems, gav'e an increased
importwice to an effective joint rilitary policy. At the rame time, the '
toechological revolution, part-icularly the development of the Airplanie
as a milita~ry weapon, had a disturbing effect on the traditional missions
of the ArOiW and Navy. And fina~lly, the constantly increasing reeponsi-
bilities of the Chief Executive made the proposa~l to delecate the burden
of coordincting the two military Itrvice~s to a subordirate an ever more
attractive on*.

Until World War rr the pressure for organization reform. failed -to
produce any major results. Nov orgranizsatitonal meehanisn~i were i.-provised
du~ring World War 11, and the INationsal Security Act of 19471, ffar from
being radically new, merely tied together Into a single organizationI
functions and agencies already in exiutence. Coordinating fur."tions,
previously carried by the President, were assigned to the Secretcry of
Defense. The existing JToint Chief of Staff organ I cati on, the Arny.-Navy
M~unitionL; Board, arid the Joint Research and Dove] ojuent Board were .maed*
statutory bodies. The quas I- Independent Army Air force received co-equal
status with the Army wAd Navy.

The new element In the 1947 reorganization was the possibility .

that the President's new deputy for military affairs would devote 24
hours oar his day to his coordinating f'Nmctionn vhereaa the President,
being a busy man, had been able to spend only a nominal wnount of his
tiyne on this responsibility. Such a developrent would give new znuaning
to the Commander-in-Chief's powers and alco might establish a barrier
between the military Services and their coiwander. These two issues -

stricter controls and proximity to the throne -- became the major subjects
of the cuboequent. unification debate@.

4. The ilitw~ Professional

During most of the nineteenth century no sharp dividing line ex citedI
between the military and civilians. Profession"l training~, while desirable,
was not considered esnential for an officer. Appointnents to high nilit.w7
rank f~rom civilian life were norral In wearttane. With Governmient employees

4.
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operating under the "spoils sys.em," military officers inevitably also

Sparticipated i% politics. Their political views were well known end
affected their assignments. Running for office while on active duty was
not considered objectionable -- see Generals Taylor (1M), Scott (1852),
Grant (1868), Hancock (1880). Pi~blic erri-cism by military officers of
Presidential policy was not infrequent and public statemnents on non-

s military matters were a normal practice.

With the rise of the professional military expert toward the end
"* ,of the century this freedom was substantiully restritted. Professional-

ion raised the authority of the military In their own field and tended
to fence off military avtivitiem as a separate preserve, to be admirl-
stared autonomously by professional officers *ubject orly to the general
superviuion of clviliana,. It also reenforeed the doctrine that the
armed forces !ere merely an Instrument of national policy, not a partici-
pant in its making. The Civil Service Act of 1883 marked the begir.nir.ng
of an apolitical civil service and, by nsmtsls, enjoined the military
to practic4 political abstinence.

While military officers became less political, the military estab-
lishment, however, could not escape being drawnm into 1olitics. The i
use of regular troops in labor disputes brought kudos from the right and

invective* from the left. To the "manifest devtiny" Republicans at the
turn of the century, a greatly expained a1avy Was escential and Lhe Navy,

for obvious reasons, was not reluctant to support their causeproviding
a philosophical justification for this doctrine týrough Captain Yah*n.
In the pre-1917 period the Army and Navy by their mere existence becare
involved in the "preparedness" debates, but they found few sLaunch
defenders in the 1I0's as conservatives practiced economy and pacifists.
end Isolationists abounded In the liberal camp. During much• of this
period the size and role of the armed forces were a political issue,
the fact that the military establishment survived without becoming an
instrunent of partisan politics is a tribute to the new professionalism -

4) , symbolized by General Pershing.

9 World War 11 and its consequences opened a new chapter. The ratber

narrow military professionalism, developed during the early part of the

century, became Inadequate to meat the requirements of World War 11 and
the Cold War as well as those of the exploding technological revolution.
The traditionlal relegation of the peacetime a.rmed forces to a minor place
in American life became impossible. RepresenLing a major national effort,
the armed forces began to exert, whether they wanted to or not, a major

r influence on foreign policy, the national economy, science and technolog,
," personal liberties, and education.

t Both civilians and the military have made only partial adjustments
to these devulopmentu. Old shibboleths continued to dmiinate the dis-
cusaion when they already had lost most of their meaning. No longer
could military professionals plan in isolation wnd expect to take over
after the diplomats had failed. The validity of mtlitnuy plans, policies,
wad reqiirements derended mere and more on the extent to which they were
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iy th~e miithr foreign, icnuuc s ndln anther policg thnwn vl' their ofwn rf

to civilian universities for the atudy or *onmsiils, bitriaine*,i3 ~ '~.
International relations, said the acten~ee. Moreover, military exk-i
lost much of i~s vnlue as the eff~ci of naucleair coapri,,j coAAl4 ... k
only in theortetrioa war games and civiliana Iivaent.ec. xv~ on r.'&~~.
econpter techniques for determining probabilities. .

Asm a result, the W,.age of an expert milithry profot.-!,r, xu,,ch-J. longe-
able In Its field, bega'n to fade. In the atw. Ic ore, * -'ýJ- r v'kr won
nXo longer a continuation of policy but mnnIhilation. *Ir'llvce, WhI ieL
It required mi].V~ary *trengtho v-is u much a politica~l, o~i~l.xn..'.z~i,
and economic problem as a military one. An a Cold '.u~r mi~tttv- &.lvice
was esnential. but te'Adoi determining. :iill, the military -3! a vr r--
In contrast to umany individual officers -- wanted to re, 1' -1 itther'v
image of profesaioralisin while being conscious that it i"'~'.of ot. .tr
but kaaowing rot what to put in its place.

5. TeLwof Acceleration

This Is the title of the next to last. chopter of The FAucation of
Henr Ad~svritten in 190,S and publirhed in 1.917. CUR7ntrnel Yyit--
roalzifo~nthat force in-'the universe might no'. boot limited, but yrot.Abl:'r

Jnexhauatible, HeryAams wo

"t Nothing so revolutionary had hap;*ntd tia~ce t~he year 300.
Thowtht hW more than once beena upset, but never csught *And
'whirled about in the vortex of infinite forces. Power leaped

rrco evry tL~j ad eoug ofIt tr, supply th ate llar ' nive r s

mobile....

"?4csiblit~ano longer stood i.- the way'. One's lift had
fattoneJ on Iispoaaaibilitico....An £-mnsen volumne of force hati
detached itself from the wnknovn iumiver~e of encrgy, wnile vasterL
reservoirs, supprsed to too infinite# ratoisdil~y revealed thttly selves,
attracting ma~nkind with ..tore conpult.ive course than all the
Pontic Scac or Gotta or Gold that ever existed and feeling still

loss of retiring ebb....

"D~uring a millior or two of years., every generation In turn I
had toiled with endles i agony to attain and apply power, all thewhile betraying the dt peat alarm antd horror mt the power
they created. The te# her of 1900, If foolhm-dy, might oatimulatae;
if fo~olish, might rest it; if intelligent, mig.,.L balance, as visa
and Vooliih huve often tried to do% from the lot.ginning; but. the



fo # a1 would continue to e•dcate, wA tho mind would eontinu
to react. All the teacher could hope we to teath it reaction....

"Thus far, since five or ten thouatuA years, the hind had
Successfully reacted, arA nothing yet proved that it. would Nail
to react -- but it would need to jump.'

Since 1905 tho rate of changc has shifted from an arithmetical
to a geocnetric progression. It has become trite t~o pt.int out how deeply
this rapid change has affected L, a&pects of life -_ so deeply that we
no loetrer talk about progress. The military vere no exception. Con-
frontvd by fundamental chwn a, they inevitably encountered serious ,
stieib and attains that quickly developed into bitter debates con- I
earning the test course to follov. AJe would have had these debates no

matter what the current organizational pattern of the military -- no
matter who occupied the U.hite House or whnt the ccoplexion of the Congress.

Aik a result of te scientific ad technological revolution, the
art of warfare entered a state of flux, and the past provided i:ever
and fewver guilelines for the future. But there were no easy answers.
Even those who adopted the "forward look" found fev if any black and
white Issues. The choice was usually not between a good or bad solution
but tttween the least bad and the worst one. While changes had to be
made, they had to be evaluated not only according to the goals to be
reached but also according to the price to be paid by the dest•uction of
values that might still be worth preaserving, Moreover, since radical
change, no matter how well conceived, upsets the operational effcctiveness
of any organization for a conuiderabli tLeo, the military reformers were,,.

- confronted by the fact that the Nation could not afford such a loss in
the current world situation.

Whether €xwasetous or not of these limitations, the military estab-
lishcunt made a gradual evolutionary adaustment to the choantng tines,
rather than a revolutionary one. This .urned out t~o be an intelligent
course to follow, even if it was ,.-onsldered too fast by the mossbacka
A too slow by the missionaries. As a result it can he argued that

the Departren. of Defense, denpite Ito shortcomings anGI inperfections,
is probably more reaponcive to "the law of acceleration" than any other
ageney of the Executive Branch and it certainly far zead of the Lesis-
latlve %nd Judicial Branches.
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, AND RESTRAINTS 190i7-1570

Daring World War II the forces 7or change, at work since the start
of the century, gained the upper hand. Single direction of all alltary
components, in the field as well as at home, became a prerequisite to
the succecs of tr4e war effort, particularly since the major impact of [
air pmer and alrattig and tactics fiurthtr confused the traditional
roles and missions. in the field, this coo-eination was achieved through
the establiashmnt of supreme allied comanders. At ha, the strategic
direction of the war was superiorly taken care of by the Joint Chiefs "
of Staff organization -- operating happily 6i1thout a charter of ay
kind -- but the coopetition of the Army anO. NaIl for manpower and pro-
duction resuurces went beyond legitimate bounds many time3 and •an
w!L.eful to say the least. The importance of the issues as well as the-. 1
working habIts of the President made it inevitable that the Comander-
in-Chief personally assumed overall direction and became his own Secretary
of State, War, aid Navy.

.1. The National Security Act of 191"7 U

W'orld War II experience and developments ruled out a return to pre-
war separateness and strongly Influenced the new organizational patlera.
The Army became the advocate of close unification, aiming to extend to F:
Washington the unity of comnand that had worked so well in the field, and
was stzong.y supported by the President who, as Chairman of the Senate
Coumeittee to Investigate the National Defense Program* hid acquired first--I
hand knowledge of wasteful Artay-Navy competition for scarce resources.
The Army proposals were given a major assist by the irresistible drive
of the Army Air Forces for co-equal status with ground and naval forces --

if we were to have three military departments anyway, It appeared best
that they be tied together somelow. The Navy took exception to this
change, especially to the unified command in Washington -- fearing for
the future of naval air power and the Marine Corps. It played for time, ('

shirted the argunent from coordination between the military Services
to civil-military coordination on the national level, and finally accepted
a compromise that partially allayed its worst fears. The Congress took

niddle course. It accepted "the need for unification (fUOiug its II
separate Military Affairs and Naval Affairs Committees into Armed Forces
Committees effective in January 1947) and fouMd the prcmise of substantial
economies Irresistible. At the same time, however, it was reluctant to
bestow upon the President ar•y additional powers that would weaken Its
role in the civilian control of the armed forces.

The National Security Act of 1947 reflected these diverse currents. I
The need for closer coordination of foreign and military policy was
recontnized in the establishment of a National Security Council, reflecting
also a desire to reduce the alleged control of foreign policy by the Joint

SReproduced from

4. ILbest Cop '

..



F- , ....

111Chiefs of Staff during World War 11. To prevent a rpetItion of the
hahzr economic mobilization of the wa years, a National, War ilesoureog"

Board was created which, having been given an Impossible assiwmentp never" ~ go OIT the ground. The izre7 of Pearl Harboor ftstered, tbough In faet ",

unrelated, the coordination oa Intelligence activitite under a Cenl
A tel Agen* Agency, directed nominally by the National Security Comeul.
SA ftereary of Defense was to provide the President with the long overdue4 rP staff assistance In military matters by becoming his principal assistant
"in all matters relating to the national security."

1Tradition triumphed over current requirements, however, when It e•leI, to the powers to be exercised by the new Secretary of Defense. He did
not 3-eside over a department, as reoammended by the President, but over
a new nebulous entity known as the National )4ilitary Establishment. The
military Services, which the Fresident had thought might be administered
as dejartnental branches under Assiptant Secretaries, remained FxecuiLve
Departents and retained all their powers and duties, except for the I
vsague responsibilities conferred upon the Secretary of Defense includinn
the establish:ent of genera policies and programs, the exercise of genr
directior., authority,Z -control, the elimiination of unnecessary dupi-L
cation in the logistics field, and the supervision and coordinatil of ,•
the budget. With coordination, rather than unification, as the motto,
even the establishment of a co-equal Air Force could be ccnaidered as a
step backward, leadir.! to triplification. The lonesome Secretary "ofa

S . .w Defense could look for help only to three special assistarts, although
the President had proposed an Under Secretary and several Acsistant
Secretaries. A- for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, they remained a comittee
deperding on voluntary cooperation, without the Defense Chief of Staff

* I sugeested by the rreclient, and their functions were enshrined in law,
-- thus removing them fram any idle tsmpertng by the Secretary of Defense.

Assurance that thcre would be no unnecessary elimination of unnecessary
duplication was provided by making the representatives of the military
Services on the Munitions Board and the Research and Development Board
co-equal with their Challman.

In defense of this organizational wonder, it might be said that It
constituted an evolutionary approach to the problem and that any closer
uniftcat1% at the time would have been ineffective, in view of the bitter* . " emotions aroused by the debate. However# It could also be predicted
that a coordinator -- vorking merely with pernuasionp sweetrness, and light --

* would not be able to meet unification requirements and that under such an
or•.•,iation the military Services, were likely to imitate the tribes of
"Israel who stayed In the denert for fcrty years before they were pure enough
to enter the ft'omised Land.

In these circumsLanceas the future debates Inovitably centered on
the powerc requtred by the Secretary of Defense to atsure properly unified
am. ed forces and their efficient manasemrent.

I
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The starl-off between the innovators and the traditionalists fts [
broken vithl t. years. While neither the Presldent nor the Arm hs"'""

developed any dc-abts'about the need for meaningful unification, the

traditionalists l.st two of their key supporters -- Secretary Forrestal,the principlet -.r:ltect of the 1947 Act# and Mr. Ebersxtedt, who bad

provided Its philosophical justification.

Secretary Forrestal expressed his misgivings about the adequacy of
the existing organlsation as early as February 1948, testified in favor..
Sof rajor charnges In September before the Hoover Com'isslon's Task Forc
on 11ational Security Organization, and publicly called for strengthening
his povers in his Annual Report released at the close of the year. Mr.
Eberstadt's Task Force report, issued in Ja•uary 1949, reconnended simi-
lar chawges and was followed in February by the even stronger recmwmn-
dations of the Hoover Camnission. On March 4# the President took advantage
of these suggestions by resurrectir'g his 1945 proposals, Ircluding even a
JCS :hairan who would replace the Joint Chiefs as the principal military, I
adviser to the President and the secretary. -.

The resulting discussions led once more to a compromise. in which r "
the Innovators von their major objectives but had to accept same re- L,
strictions aimed to protect the Corgress as well as the military Services
against arbitrary Executive actior. Ste National Military Establistswnthecjr.e a fll.-fledged Executive Department, with Its Secretary exercisingL••

direction, authority, and control -- i.e.. total power except as limited
by law. To assist him in carrying out his increased responsibllitiep,
he 6btained a Deputy Secretary and his three special assistants becuae Li
Asistant Secretarieff. The Amy, Navy, and Air Force were demoted to
military depaartments and their Secretaries lost their places on the National
Security Council. (The President, by failing to extend invitations, had I
already excluded them fram the Cabinet.)

.?e President did not obtain the transfer to the Secretary of Defense
of the statutoy functions of the Joint Chiefs of staffr, the munitions
Board, .d the Research and Develojuent Board nor control by the Snerctary
of Defense of all civilian personnel In the Department of Defense. The
nw =CS Chairman was not made the "head" of the Joint Chiefs nor "principal [ j
military adviser," but merely a presiding officer without a "vote#" and
the numerical restricticn on the Joint -taff was not removed but raxsed
from 100 to 210 officers. At the sime time, the lSecretnzy of Defense
van told in no uncertain terns that he o:ould not establion a single Chief
of Gtaff or an amed forces genetal staff of his own. The militery
departmnr.ts were protected by directing tVat they should be "separately
adminlatored" and provldlne, that asslerad c•tbatant functions could not
be tinkered with and that noncomhatant finctions could not be reacsigned
withoat first infowrring the Con&,-'is. Jiat)er than depending on the
txeaptary and fiscal procedure", asuligned to the head of an Executive
Dep•.rttent by the bdget ard A.€countinf. Act of 1921, such procedures LA
were carefully ouitlined under #4 new Ti IV.
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• the mU.1tsU7 departments, icadn the Coordinator vh6 too €artes had
f considered ,merely, prmas inter pans. Despite specific 1imitattve o !a hs pm ars, sh ed e lese boss fen

Iben before. Still, true unification rtemained an attitude of mind and
emM not be deoread by law. Within the National Military Establishment,
the JC$ mahind.ry had creaked aud groaned since 1947 wder the burden of
allo&ttins scarce defense dollars and determining roles and mission.
Moreover, neither the Air Force nor te Navy had been reluctant to carry
their resective claims to the public. The 19.9 Amendments did not and
could not resolve these disputes, as vas quickly demonstrated by the
h'qw'a misbegotten attack on the B-36-and atomic air power that resulted
In bitter taetimony before the Congress in August and October 1919.

3- The 1953 feorsanizatis i
The rivaly7 betwen the military Services temporarily subsided vith

the North Korean attack on South Korea an sufficient funds were made
available to meot the requirements not only of the Korean conflict but
also at countering the overall Soviet threat. Still, many people both

in the Dep•erment and outside expre* s unhappiness vith the current
orGanization. Rtiring Secretawr Lovett vrote a long letter for his
succeseor pointing out the hadlieaps created by statutory rigidities and •
straddles and abocs all by the absence of adequate military advice. A
prohim vas also created by the =resolved issue of whether a militaryI chief vas responsible to the Decretaz7 of his military department for
2wimttona carried out as "exe.utive agent" of the Joint Chiefs. Members. of the Congreja fu.A many flaws, particularly In the supply field vhere

Sduplicat4on still seamed to flourish. In addition, President-to-be
21senhover criticised the orsanization in his pre-election speieis.

S... he chwr~e oas quick In coming•. Ot, 1•-rur 1.1, 1953, Secretary •

,Wilson appointed the Rockefeller Committee on Defense Organization#
which1 h• th guidance from the Secretary, Issued its report on April 11,
the gist of Whch was transmitted Lo Vthe Congress on Apr41 30 as[ Reorganisation Plan No. 6 of 1953. The new orenisation becae effedtive
on June 30 after the traditionalist opposition In the House loot by a
vote of 108 to 235.

5 Statutory rigidity was partially removed by abolishing the Munitions
Board and the Reoearch and Development Board ,Ad tranr•fer-•ing their

F• Iukctions to the Secretary, as sugested in 1949. The JCS Chalnan vas
S •given the responsibility for managing the Joint. Staff and approving the

-eleetion of its memberes but was not recognized as the "head" of this
"Corporate body." Six additional Assistant Secretary positiono supple-
mevnedt the three In existence and a General Counsel of equivalent rank

was established to provide adequiste staff assistance to the Secretary.

II, It vas hoped that administrative action could take care of the
remaining problems. A legal opinion# endurcd by the PresIdent, pointed
out that no function in the Department should be peiformed in4ependent of

,, 11
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Ut a cre'tay -of Defense and also stated that wileparatel~y administered"
did not mean "separately afministered" lit the sense that the administri-
ti•o of the military departments was beyonM the purview of the Secretary
of Defense. In addition, the Secretaries of these departments were to

oD of the Secretary of Defense In these departments.

The President saso called for a JCS reflomatlon. The Chiefs were
told to concentrate on planning and an attempt van made to resolve the
e.xeeutive pent" problem by running the chain of camoand to unified

cinaids through the civilian Secretaries rather than the JCS members.
'The Chiefs were urged to delegate lesser duties than their planning
functions to subordinates and to reduce their aloofness hy full coop-. I
oration with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. These thoughts
were Incorporated in DoD Directive 5158.1, issued on July 26p 19514,
which slab Appeared to make the Chiefs the Secretary's stafff byy tkg
about "Their .le]ationships vlth Other Staff Agencies of the Offlee of

the Seeretary of Defense."__ -_--___._

Sine* the bezie organuzational pattern of 1947 Vw considered soa•nd,
there remained little, If anything, to be done to assure the Cotander-
in-Chief's control over the millita Services. r-.

1. The 198. Reorganisation -

Rman frailty# rather than organizational faults, continued to
cause difficulties. The new AdMinistration, encouraged by the Korean
Armistices deermined not only to stretch out the period for the build-
up of military strength but also to aim at somewhat lower goals, by
budget ceilings. This *Uwe it became the Azrm's turn to violate •mi.y
Post preseripts.

Saddened by an inevitable strength reduction as a recult of the
end of Korean combat, the ArmW vas further upset by the high priority
given to the "'it-togie deterrence functions of the Air Force, includingthe costly 1-521a as well as the emerging intereontinental missiles -- i

a field in which it "knew" it had the greatest expertise. It felt little
reluctance about letting the public know about this "discrimination."
Neitber Mn official directive assigning operational responslbilivy for f I
strategic missiles to the Air Force nor stricter regulations in public
relation~s solved the issue. The pent-up emotions burst in October 1957when the Russians successfully launched a S'putntk and the Congress -

wanted to know vhy we had been beaten to the punch.U .
Subsequent, Congressional hearings gave everybody a chance to air

his gripes, nd everybody took full advantage of this opportunity. The
he.aringjv, however* proved less than helpful for any new study of Defense
or•,•nization, as "convincing" testimony for almost every possible orCani-
zational chance was voiced. IL appeared that the Dopartment was suffering
from uncohtrolled Service rivalries and from too much control by the U
Secretary of Defense wid his aosistants; that a lack of decision existed
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in high places wA that too many deisions had been m*d* that peoge did
no t that m money ough to be spentand. t the utmost emmy
wsV indicated; and that military officers ought to have more influene
and be fully under civilian contral. Still, the generally eceepted
misconception that you cesolve substantive problems by reorgpansation

F. "tmade another rvi'ew of the Defense orp isation a political veenstty.

The President announced sch a rviw In his State of che Union1• |amsme~ on January 9, 19ý8, an the need, for reorganiation via ro-

echoed an Jas" 23 by Senator Johnson, the Chalian of the iena'sSst Sitbommtt~ee who bed presid~d over the recent bearings.

,T The President a well as the Seetary of Deres sought solutions in
reduci~ng %e remaining limitations an the Secretary's powrs, but the
traditionalists fought back once mowe by'charging that such an Increase
in powers would underm•ne Wie Constitutional responsibilities of the

J Congress for the "government" of the armed forces and further encourage
OSD civiliswAo to make decisions on military matters about which they knew .

little, if amything.. The result, " before, va& a cam oranize with the
jadvantage on the side of the Innovators.

To dampen the most urgent problem, research d4qalieation in the
j missile field, the Secretary established on February 7, 1958, the

Advanced Research F-ojects Agency with authority to contract for web
Sr"search. The *dbe Armed Services Coittee felt that the exercise

of such operational activities in the Office of tae Secretary of Defense
required Conjressionkl aatborisation and appropriate leglslation was

I le approved an February 312.

The key to the President's message of April 3, 1958, was his
atatament that"separate ground, sea, sand air warfare is gone forever."
We asked that the Secretary of Defense be authorized to tran•sfer, re-
assign, cuosolidateo, or abolish all functions within the Department 30
days after reporting such champs to the Coamittees of the Armed Services
of the Congress. The military departments were to be restricted to
support activities as the Chiefs of the military Services were to lose
their statutory caand authority which was to be transferred to the
eaw.anders of unified and specified commands. The new chain of camand,

bypassing thu, ailitary departments, vas to run from the President and
, | the Secretary of Defense through the Joint Chiefs directly to the unified

commands. All orders were to be issued under the authority and in the
name of the Secretary. The current Importance of research activities

'" • was recognized, by vesting In the Secretary the authorit)'t performanys

military research and development function and by establishing a D)irector
of Defense Research and Engineering to supervise and direct activities

"* in this field.

"In the debate that followed, the traditionalists tried, unsuccess-
fully for the most partp to restrain t,•e control of the Secretary of
Defense over the milit"ry departments and the assignment of functions.
The President on Y~y 28 publicly ;,cnAwced come of the proposed restrictions.
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n oalled the provisloo that th Jec ftrtary Of Defense mMst we1reise hie 1 M
control of the ailitary dep~xtments solely throamb their Secertaries a
"ledaliled bottleneok" an eventually won his poInt. lie oftsldered the
sttatutory pmolsion autorilsing these fteretrlee and the -Joint Ciefs,
"to Oplain to the Congress on their am initiative an Invitation to q"*lek'alind tn~ubord~natien" wA lost his ]polnt. ne lpro"Asted the ]proposedt •

veto pwer tfor any JCS member concerning ehax&s@ in cnebatnt functions
and von this particular point while accepting iore restrIctl'vo proredtres
In ikplementLAg such changes. [ "

At the end of t•e debate, the proponents of closer unification It

the Congess had carried the President's proposals even further than he
had maggested. The military departrents bewe "seaparaely organized" L
rather thn "separately aftnis aered, " and were told that It wa-) their ,

duty to cooperate with the *OtOice of the Secretary of Defense. The

Director of Defense Research and Engineertng vex not only to supervise
and direct but also to control PE activities. b,%ile cholls in
statutory end major crnbatant functions were to be effective only after
a -4borious Congressional r*viev, strly and service ftnctlons were t "
exempted fra such a reviev by the so-called RcCormack mez*ient. The . 4

Secretary of Defense was specificallv authorized to assiCn or reassign I L"

Svleaons, or weapon•s systems.-- a p>ower not. requested byr the President. [
Chiefs ol the military Services, who were to have exercised "erceand

or supervision" according to the President,, wre told that their powers ,

were liirited to "supervision" only.
Zn suary-a, It appears that the Department of Defen* R6rgeanigation L

Act, of 1958 carried the establxlr..ent of centralized authority, as far
as It 2ould be carried vithin the basic 1947 concept of three nrpamte p
Milita:r deparwments. It could be areued that such centralized authority [.

had existed since 1949, when the Secretary of Defense vwa given direction,
authority, anid control over hin Tbcecutive Pepartnmcnt, awd that Auobe-
quent reorganizations merely spelled out in greater detail the extent
of the 1949 delecation or authority. Still, those statutory clarifica-
tionts helped to quiet the eritice within the Department.

5. Dewvclypncr.to Since 1958

Gbviourly the 1958 reorcant6-01on could not resolve the bazic problems L
tvt had caised the stresses and &trains. It could only provide a frw~e-
work retat rtiCht facilitate further ad4uetmonts.

The C.onstItutlonal checks rAd balances vwrr• boun to continue .he I;
r-alry c+f ;he ,xec..utive and Lel.nlative Branches over civillwi controlLI
of toe .-. litary. e•o technlog1icul revolution, pro,;resainj urabatcd,
lrevitably aN -eted the role& and • i•sions of the nili•.ary !k'rviceo I
wvdl v'*h ;h^, their re:pectivo budgets. Tho .ecretfary's most ureent.
reacrem, mer,,• saflilP• an.d reliable m~l• tary na~vleot.rmie be met by

ar or n.zat.on ]'oyeO. t.o whau Presid0d. Eioenhoweir had called "piaroehta.11tn."

ArF., :.r-, w4 Air Force per.;onnol eon+ttnuead to think in Arry, t Navy and

Air Fc.ra nt -- ro ot frkfense terms. Tho profesulonal mill1tury -ontlr.ued
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_to insist that there w •. A must be a m
• ) kefnse po©t~ion. During 1959 and 1960 these issus provided plenty of

S• v material for debates in the Congress, in the press, "n within the Do-
¥ partment of Defense.

S~The t-*ple",ntation of the 19%, reorranization raised onces ore theprobler of nilitary advice as given 4 the Joint Chief. Should the.

Joint Chiefs be cnsidered part of t•e Seeretury's staff or * separate
enrtity? Thn Chiefs eventually won their separal.eness fram a reluctant
President who, cn the one hzind, clam-ored for fuller recocr ition by the

° mrllitary of the broad national m.d political objectives into which

milltzary requirements must be fitted and, on the other, did not want toS~~tnrust miltalr-y leaders into the plioticeal arena and ca, &ar~e merit In

te arg'ument that the military" could not be a Integral lpart of theS • .ecivilian controtl miechunm,..

'hus, the dilemna of tt.h Joint Chiefs continued. The more coenizance
they took of n•on-military considerations, the more ureful were they to
the President and the Secreteary and, at the sane timee, the deeper they
became involved ir politics. The less cogntzance they took cf non-military
consideratiCns, the Createor their reputation for strictly professional"'" objectrivity and the greater the need for a civilian ttaff to a~sist the

"Secretary in adjusting military requirements to political ar. economic
realities. Convinced that a Joint civilian-militarY effort was necessary
for the development of effective military policy, Secretary Gates axraneed
weekly meetings with the Joint Chiefs to discuss mutual problems. This
helped, but did not resolve the JCS dilemma. Tn fact, a considerable OSD

-_ review staff was found necessary, and the military Chiefs have not been
shielded from po3itlcal involvement.

Service "parochialism" has Its roots not only in tradition but
"abo-oe aZI In the fact that the career of oi'i'icert is closely tied to the
prosparity of their Service. This means that proerams are judged not
merely on their intrinsic Defense merits but too often on whether or not
they involve a gain or loss for a particular military Service. This
most hxian reaction is reenforced by the existing chain of loyalty, which
"frequently extends only to the military Chiefj excludine a. t~mes the
Secretaries of the military departmente, often the Secretary of Dueenct,

- and occasionally the Cosmemder-in-Chief. To counter this trendj Joint
-a schools were established in the late 40'1, evaluation reports by OSD

civilians were authorized in 1953, and in 1958 previous duty on Joint
"staffs was made a prerequisite for promotion to gereral or flng rank and

-. procedures to ease the trarnsfer of officers betwren the military Services
were developed. These administrative actions, while essential, were also

-. rather futile. '4ith "the carrot" and "the stick" constituting the key
"f"-tors in the eternal game of human relations, unification leCgilutien
"called for applying the stick and failed to provide rarrots that would

-, make Defense-thirking in the personal interest of aUl officer&.

-' In line with the call of the 1958 reorganization for more efficient
manag"e.ent, Secretary Gates created four Singlet Mana~eru of common supply
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it4se, estsb.ishad a Defense CojnleatifLs Money iin V•w 196i, Initiate
siidLes for the ceatrelisatiom or military Intelligence activities, and
introiueaed joint terptng group into C beadquarters. rowevr the

alamor for moe. radical unificetion continued. Th e90 W Dmocratic Plat-

fins mde short shrift of the existing organizationl, considerine it not lu

i suitable for the future since it vas conceived before the revolution in U
veapons toechnoloW. A group headed by Senator Mmington prepared a
speelal report for the Iocoing President# remmending the abolishment

at the military department the subtitution of a single Chief at ta"ff

for the Joint Chiefs, the establialment of functional unified cmlsands, p

and having the military Chiefs run the militTry Services while reporting

directly to the Secretary of Dafenee. The report was accepted for

"further atudy."

Despite the firm conviction, and fervor of the proponents of radical 1,
choas, the new Administration eventtually decided to use existing authority.

and administrative procedures to effect such &djustments as were thought

necessary. no key elements to the new management were the working habits j

end ability of the new Secretar•y. Believing in "active" leadership, Mr. U
Me &ra himself initiated hundreds of special study projects and insisted

an knovwng not only the so-called bect solution but also all possible

alternatives. if such "options" were not nrovided by the action officers, "p

be turne4 to others for this information. Like the President, be pro- ,

tarred to work with individuals rather than through staff organlsations.

Under the Secretary's active leadership,, centralized direction -- assisted

by contemporary advances in c. puter technology -- became a reality.

Nev Defense agencies vere established for common supply Items, intelligence,

and contract audit. Miesion-olented budgets with 5-year projections J.I vre used to *valuate the need for nov Or' Increased programs that had

passed the tough "cost effectiveness" test. Cost reduction programs,
Initiated onlt periodically in the pazt, were given a permanent itatus.

MXes acceptance of this management revolution could not be expected. L
Alternatives used to be thrashed out on the lover levels and, It agree-

sent had been reached, onl~y the best solution was iforvarded. Now

"p•restige"' recasmendattons vere given equal consideration with "non-prestige"

reciendations. With the Secretary keeping "uncivilized" working hours
A eveloping ]possible op tions, expert advice had to be defended rather then L

explained. With decisions being baed'more frequently on the :3ee1'ary's

personal analysis than on military advice$ enthusiasm and diliger,. in

carrying out approved policies began to lag. Civilian-military rivalry

replaced Service rivalry as a Defense malaise. The Merit of the decisions

reached becamee the first victim in the debates that ensued. The how things

were done -- important to morale -- concenaed the debaters more than what
was done.

While the argument concerning the relattive merit of centralization

and decentralization as a management concept will probably never be

settled, by the late sixties centralized direction had gone too far too

fast in tre view of many Congressional members conscious of tne preroeatives
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2. TM AMI IN M6 WDSUMMM ClfM?

,•~ " f the mde~ntal orsilaist•.n of, *- MW down to 19i03 was extab-

1haed afttr the WVa Of 1612 by Secretary of War John C. Caihoun.
.Thee weie essentilly two elements -- a de19i0ntal staff serving

, J~dLrectay undeir the SJcretarty of Va wW the AtW in the field divickde"d"•

into geographical districts or departments under military connandera.

Calhonm also created in 1821 the position of Comanding 0enerel of

the Army, premniably with authority to direct the Anmy in the field.

.. .. The departmental staff was called the "War Department Generdl

SbStaff" but it was not a "general staff" in the moder sense of the

teot.. It consisted instead of a group of butzau chiefs, each respim-

Ssable under Secretary for the management and direction of a

'r- specialis*G function. kV the 10906a these bureaus or staff sections

consisted of the Adjutant General, the Judge Advocate riene.-l, the

Inspector Goeneral, the Subsistence Department, the Ordnance Depart-

ment, dhe MUcal Deparbnent, the Quartermaster General, the Pay

Ti Department, the Chief Signal officer, anod the Chief of Engineers, In

I, e addition to a Records mnd Pension Office, oa•rd of Cormissionerb for

the Soldiers Hose sd a Board of Publications. Each of these oep&.

rate offices Amction.d not only in an advisory capacity to the

"Secretary of War but in the managemnt throughout the ArPy of assigned

20
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gwictioes mnl peomnnel, and Pech amtrolled qWmdVibte of rnied

specifically appropraited to It Wy Cwugrs.

'The Aony In the field, the "line" as oppgosed to the "staff",

Swas rganised by tactical units (the reglaws.t was nosually the largest)

and s t at pot throughout the cotntry, Then post d gop

into geographicil divisions that by the IOM's were called departmonts,

each with a depaxtvental ca•randar,. The line was divided into brancthes

or armsl jeL infantry, cavalry, and artillery. Although there was much

direct supervision and corruspondence by the War Department with each

of the many posts, the chain of comand L.Kn through the department casý-

menders wth exercised nominal control of their respectiv geographical

' ' areas. Above the level of the departments the chain of commmend was- ,

less clear and the whole met-ap produced a continual conflict between

the civilian secretary and the bureaus on the one. hand and the Cam-

ianding General of the Army, the titular military hted of the Army, on I
the other.[9

i The President was constitutionally the Oommmander-:in-.Chlef i

many Presidents such as Madison, Monroe, Jackson, Polk, aid Lincoln at

Stimes exercised their command personally, usually through the Secretary

of War tether than the Commanding General. During the Civil War Lincoln

!did establish a unity of wdlita~ry cantarnd urnder Garearl Grant, though

the extent of Grant's control over the bureaus is a matter of some

question. In any case, after the Civil War the old system of divided

c.ontrol was revived with rosultant conflict botween the deparbtnntal

staff and the CC landing General througiou': the rest of the century.

• [I
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As prescribed in~ regualations the divic~an of functions wsreason-

abycewr. The Army was w~der the centrol of the Commending General

in all that pertained to discipline and military control, and all

orders end listructiens from the President or Secretary of War relating

~. to military operations or affecting military control and discipline

- were to be promilgated through him. On the other hand, fiscal affairs

i. ~.. were to be conducted by the r~cretary of War tbrough the several staff

departiments - "The supply, payment and recruitmet of the Army and the . .

direction of the expenditures of appropriations for its support are by

law entrusted to the Secretary of War. Hie exercises control through

thebrea of the War Department. He determines where and how parti-

I . cular stuppis shell be purchased, delivered, inspected, stored, and

dititt&

J 'This theoretical clarity did not exist in practice. An informal

alliance inevitably took shape between civilian secretaries and the

exercise of poesover the Am.Throughout the century t~aewas

continued conflict over the question of whether bureau Instructions

I and orders to the department comumanders had to be issued throughotem-Im anding General. The departmental staff's responsibility for logis.-

tical matters inevitably diluted the Commanding General's control over

the territorial departments. General Sherman as Comumanding General,

affen denied control over the bureaus, removed his headquarters fromn

washington to St. Louis where it remained for many years. Since

Secretaries came and went, power gravitated to the bureau chitefs, who,

22
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Since the AM mofe ho pmovision for retiramant, reined In off"ce

for life w until they resigned. There was no rel coordination of

"the efforts of the bureaus beyond the littlee mrcised by the Adjutant

Ganerelts Office, officially designated as the bureau of orders and

records of the Mary, and by the 1990's clearly the mast paiezfaa

ng he taf aenies. Th vrous bureaus operated as virtually

"independent entities within their spheres of activity and theme

spheres overlapped and conflicted In many ways, leading to juris..

* dictianal disputes. Since pxrvmtiatn ,nporbxitles in each depart- ,I•

for each, id th ne bropches alsti, to attempt to enlarge their

fields of actuvity whenever the opportunity offered.

The whole system was sanctioned and regulated in the minutest

details by Cen~ressionsl legisletitaa, and the mechanism for change Fg
involved almost invariably Congressional action.. The relative A

influence of staff agencies IAd of line officers with Congress con-

sequently was an important part of the picbt ..re

The War Department then, at the and of the nineteenth cenbiry,

was a hydra-headed organization under little effective executive L

control. The Coumanding General of the Arwy, while theoretically theJ coeander of the Army in the field, in practice had to share authority

over it with the War Department bureaus. The civilian secretary, as [3
the representative of the President and Commander.in-Chief, had no L1

real means of exercising offective executive control through a

clearly defined chain of military commando This legacy of bureau

[p
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Satenomy In the umaagement of the affairs of the Army w~s to be hauled

an from the nineteenth centry to the twentletth'and constitute a pmi-

f ~ J'c&Wa pg*Wlm of AxiM organization down to 1962.

y XX1. "M 101 ROW UX , 1900-04

Ztibu Root, Secretary of Vex from I August 16.99 to 31 January

194carried through a series of reforms intended to remmedy the ladt

of effective executive control that had been mode ab nantly apparet

7during h Spanish-American 14.The WReese ftefot reforms

was as follows: (1) The substituation of a Cifof Staff for the

commanding General of the rmthe Chief of Staff to have rapervision,

under the direction of the Wisaident and the ftecrekay of War, of both

th4rop of the line and the war Departiment buresuml (2) the creatsaa

operations and to be a strategic and operattanal plning staff; (3)

the restructuring of the Army school system to inci-ft at the top an

a.~Army War College to provide an officer corps trained Io~ the techniques

lie sagum oto puat fn end tote nrwr~ trf ha a

previously characterized staff-line relationships; (5) combination of

the Adjutant General Is Office and the Bureau of Rerorda and Pensions

into an office of the Military Secretary charged with handling adimin-

fee istrative details for the Chief of Staff; (6) byr the Dick Act of 1903

recognition of the National GWard of the various states as the

* ~organized Mtilitia and the provision of fedepral mtIpport for the

24. V
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reforms wa to assert a fr nctive conta mntigko h

President and the Secretary of War ad ercised - the Chief A

of Staff over thi Whde Army, both the departmental staff and the

limeil

Moot was the principel wvr behind Lhe reforms but they mast-

be explalned in part by the fact that he cme to office when the £2*" I
moment was oppocbme for action. A Presidential canisalon headed [1I
by retired Major General Grenville O. Dodge Aid bare the deficiencies
Sin War Deperbnt idsiiaetratien during the war with Spain in s [3

* eight volumes of testimony. Lack of plaming'and preparation, and .

,: of coordination and cooperation exiog the bureaus., and th congres, [1
sioall-orantd-red tape" Qdch delayed everything becae a public

acandal. The Dodge: Comdsaion report fkaniAhed Root with a spring-.

board from which to launch a movement for r•ef•o . But there w'o

other historical factors that dictated a ebmie in the Nineteenth J
Century ryst... The United States had become an industriallZed

country and the Speniab-Americen War launched it as a world powr

in co metition with the European powero. The ArIm of the 1890's was

* • organized and disposed to fight Indian Wars and occasionally to r'p.-

press domestic disturbances. To equip it for its new role in support

of American diplomacy required modernization of its organization end "

method. European powers had, by 1900, developed general staff systems;

it seemed almost inevitable that the U.S. Army should also do so.

Ropt's concepts of reform stemed from two sources-his experiences

25
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oganisatio for.amodn - Army drem from the writings of Wig*. Gum.

Emory Upton, in Ahe er i tn, Specer a ilkndyson, of cnltroa. Upton

had studied the orgldnithon of alemis of wEuope end Asal end hae

Kr .1

i Catenrtea history of the rLlithey polcy of the Untte States In which

-hn stressed the need for an efeilcent professoneal The o LIMpo stion

t. had out•.,tine the Army, w asc fh•w Aer GeneralSll ded

,Stff* Drawing n trhoce concept from the busineess w1r9d fed the beste

+ ' tt h e r e w as n o in s • t i t u t o n al L s d m et h o d t h o g w h i• c h m aj o r c h a n ge co u l d "

" v~xed4 interests~z in the ez Lng fr -gi ~ted system of cotrii. a noot

A went as far as he could withtout legislation t he estabAirs d thtee.

S~Arm Waru Col~e ge in 1900 and pr oscribed t ha~t it should pe rform dut iLes •

of a rioeral Staff until such time an Congress could be induced to

S~pass legislatiLon estabi~shing one. Root: then, with the assistance of•

I•" ~ ~igL. Gen. Will iJam H. C arter and other forward lodldng officers in

• Pthe dep ar mt, be a a campaig of edu catilon of both the Ar my and

+: Congress on the need for a General Staff system. Thop poitioLn,

eve" n wri thin th A rm y , w as fo rmid able . A G ene ra l S ta f bill , d raf t ed

;Iby Ca rt er and In troduce d in Congress L1 i 190 2 f ailed of passage a ft er

•1General Nelson Mitles, Comianding G-eral of' the Army, testified against

•+"*. Iit with some passion before the Senate. Military Affairs CormiLtte.

2
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bHowever, Root brought in other geneiuls with vubetantial prestige

%t favored the system and his educational c€m gn" was finally L -

V . s u tc ce s s f utl I nr Ipe n n u s• J~r g C o ng r e s t o p a s s a G e ne r a ~ l S t a f b ll i n

February 190), albeit on that modified his concepts in some .ý

Tphe et .ral Staff as Initially established consisted of three

divisions, the first charged generally with administrat~ive matters,

the seemn with matters pertaining to information (military Intel-A

ligence), and the third with military education end plannidg. The ,...

entire personnel of the t)Lrd division formed part of the AM war

College. The establisl•n t of the General Staff, at least theoreti-

cally, provided a system through which change could be in.titutional. .,
Iced withi~n the lim.its that detailed law prscriblLng the argani-

naton of the Asm permitted. The General Staff was supposed to .

Secretary of the May.

The Root reforms resulted 'nrlmarily from the push of an out-

cider, for Root must be considered that since he had not had mili-

' ~tary experience before becoming Secretary of War* However, he drew

within
heavily on elements /the military establishment working for

change. Hany of his supporters, such as General Carter, worked

primarily as individuals rather than as mombers of organizations
pushing for ihn• ndeed, most. of tho organizational pressure,
notably that of tUe Comanding Gemeral end the bureaus, was exerted

against the reforms*
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of dwqft Nost tde no"e of t~w feet tkat Viny never wareI rwally

aweried Gautas Ionta and that down to world War I the trodi-

tleALists a*"in to pwaserve bureau pomes kept the General Staff

Volas ftur twmt&dU effectiLvely. keretary Roeut. left 40114e

4n 1904 and nat uintil 1911 did aooomar Secretary with asWIM

pegressive $dses wA dirive, Henry 1., Stimarn, come along. SLImCIarly,

~. the first Chieft of Staftf were glatively ineffectIvo. Ge~er

Kavierd Wood, who assumed office in 1910, Was the first really

driving personality to hold the post. Congress and the country were

*Ap"Acimas of the Otieral Staff "a a Pftassisan concept Intended to I

subvert civilian control of the ailitary. Root had conceived the

U s~Gneral Stanf as pfoming both Curren~t Mangmemnt dunies as %all.

0. as waan Adplc functions aniin pract.1Ice devotad the

jma jorý port~ion ot it.& Ujas to the forimar. In this situat~ion, N.j.

'UGen. Peed C. Ainsworth wg ib"a ua -.... ch-g tho Office of the MilitarKY *

U Secretary Into a now Adjutant Ganeral Office that for same Years

i I aexercised the swmponegst function more effectively than the Oaief of

Alstaff's office.

* b the expense of stimulatuing powerful opposition in toeagrees to the

Stiasson proposals to physically consolidate the ArM in a emaller

Snumwber of posts wAd give It a more effective tactical crganizeticn.

~~ Ian wull *as thorse to create a large ArMY reserve (Continental Army

28



Ran) saewt heim the National Gamed. Thay wets aWe to rsergewno,

.the Aw• n ppealinto the Male , the ancestor of Amy rosund

Iroces, the Artillery, located prL&Iily at fixed coastal Intal-

lattisan te iliae. Out a Mbl#Aa l Division of theGeneral

Sa d

deal t a seriums blow to the General Staff. It so limited Its rowineru

"" that only 10 officers were on duty wi•h the War Deportment 1eneral

Staff when the United States declared war an Geimany in April 1917.

i iftit forbaef thm General Staff frost Interfacing with t~he administrationa

of thm bureaus and granted permanent statutory recoW- tion to the. Oaiefs

t of these bureaus* They would heneftrth regard this act a their egne"

Cartsa to be cii whenever their Independence was threatened. Moreover,

the act forbafd using the staff and student$ of the Army War College

for performing general staff duties such as war planning and intalligenc'a

peacetime that could survive the transition to a modtrn war withoait 'I

major change or upheaval. Otherwise he predicted "a jury-rigged, ox

£O.ME& organihation" wsuld be thrown togetUer on an margoncy basis.

This was nee to happen when he Unlited States got Into World War X,

and this fact provide$ a menisure, of the extant to which Owe forces

opposing chango subverted the (u3l ralieoation og! the Root reformn.

k "Ll
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MI. AMf R1OMANZZTZONF WOMD WMR x

tThere were tbe mejer organizational changes In the A=V sitw

tOe Uited Statma declared war an Germany In April 10l7o The first

j vow U* creation of the American Otpeditieliery foce In Mucp under
GnrlJehe J.3 Pershin in the let* sprIn of 0. ma scond wi

GuVwcimplts aeW eto ofO ar oflprmn an h 194 o an

tralise enwitive authority within the depaeamnt %inder the Chief at

Staffe 29me two will be treated "i tush.e'

Ihe creation of the Aff was dictated by the Western Friont

strategy of tUw Allits which the Uniited States accepted and the

determination of General Sershing, backed ty Skczmtary Bkier and the

PesideNt, :that bmian sodiers fight inexaican uiwits under z

ican coawders and not be parcelled out amag the Alled arals

Presiduent Wilson and Secretary Bkier deegsatied brtoad authority to

General PershJUV an the accepted prin-cei'.' of 9*~i-4y cawd" 1In

the field. Pershing reported directly to the Secretary of the war,

not through the Mhef of Staff, a situation that inevitalily led to1 ,1 1 1 'friction between the AUr cona dr and the Chief of Staff-a reversion

to the traditional rivalry between the Commiending General and the

Depar bent during the 19th century which Root had Souaght to avoid by

1.1okinq the chief of Staf his principal military adviser.

Pvrahing inristed On autonomy for his command and suecess&tlly
.~ fUresisted offorts of General Payton March, Chief of Staff of teAm

In 1918, to place the AEU's supply bae. under direct War Departmient

r 30
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control. tb did f~mally agree to placing the Amrlean tam rnaie

Own werall cmntm.l of Harshall Pooh as bapme Wlied Comww

4N new ouancept was Involved In the creation of tho AV, only

teapplication of Uhe accepted military principle of ftwaiv of

commiad" to cimaditlonq of the bar4pea war. Wilsoin, Usker, and

Parabli all wdar5~ood "uniity of command" to mean -. I' delegation

of complete audvrity woer military operations to the thwater *Do- [1:
mander. They folgwed this principle also when they created a small r
Siberian empeditionary force under Maj. Gino William 3.Graves lin the
SUmAMr of'191S. The natore and military geogr.W of the war rather

than the developeant or pplication of new wenapons was responaibe d1 O

outside the military organization by tePresident and Sces

Bator, although it involved applying an accepted military principle.

The reowgenization of the War Department represented a far am*.

eadic~~wd-U'll Um*--i- past. At the outbroak of the war the depart.-1

mental organization was basically one of bureaus with the General

Staff, retite nsa#wiounal t xris ospevso

and control over them that M1INh Root had envisaged. Congress passedJ

legislation enlarging both the General Staff and the bureaus after L
war had been declaL,:dp but at first Secretary Bator permitted the

various bureaus to pursue their own objectives largely Independent[J

(of each other. Fog Instance, the five supply bureaus - aartermacter

CoLpe, Modical Department, Corpum of Engineers, Ordnance Department,9 and

signal Corps -all went shout their tasks of procuring the particular f~

31
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suW~los fer which w'etae, &wespanaLb without moreftruto te

activities of the others or of othpc depar~tmo of the goveuuwent.

The General Staff devoted its tim to raising, training, and trwasw.

ting the ArmW ovarseas and was, in practical effect, staply another

am ovewa, e~nd the War Zndustries baerd wasn setabliheN- to Avre

~th *a~w le economic war effort. Tb. Y~r Department was reorganized
drastically between February an August 1918 to pirovide for YA clane

anecutive control by the Chiqf of Staff sAd the fiectetary. TA Ovarman 2

Act, passed by Congress in April 1VIO4, gave thb PrwIdadent practically

Kunlimited powrs to reorganize the exctive departments. "ao Wex

I ~Dapwt~ment reargardaation was, begun earlier but carried throuh to

comenetion unider U" wtuymam. Act.

I ~The Chief of St iff was charged with r'esponsib~lity anod given

commensurate authority Io lsoae erders (in the noem ci the Secrtar

of War) to "insure that tia Noll' Ies of the War Deparbuent are

of the Military Establisheent ajno~ that the Army program is carried out

speedily adefficiently."Atnie this aithoritYi General March

praceeded to centralize authority over the. hu-sews end Othet depart-

wmattal agencies under a functional General Staff with a small executive

Istaff at the top to coordinate and expedite action. The principal

32
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a Yitaunso ow tim UaGfsnal staff %w*' military 1intel~iuocs, War

Kemp Opeations, ia A nhase, Starege, mu fteffie. 290 head Ot

each division wa nm ed a director :in recognition of the fact that V

s aob men apusetd to rnmrcise emscu~tiw .atMdty ini contioling

&Weiqme activIti.., net simply to plan and supetvieft 1
"Met fax-xadh" An q w involved the WviaAan of Rcvhas,

staraep aid Traffc ~audserGensrqi Gearus w. oethale whch assumed 1
control of procurarent. and storage of supplies, an of AMW ttmupmr-

tatln tin the Unted States. Goethalsi bwAcem the director Of supply 1V

bure•u actvitles,/ he proceeded to functionalla• activites cuttiLg 3
across the traditional supply bureaua lines, Beedict Cr€arni,

Asaisatnut Sereztary of War becaqe Director of ft~tos and in I
psuroawarimt activIties, came under his supervt*sion rather then that%

of the chisf of btaff. And-It. activitkes were, In tte last analY~is,

closely contrallsd by the civilian War Vidustries Dowrd*

* The raorginization als* produced soon new organlartions within

1* II

I I.~~~h & W s t x tur s , A C h ie f o f th e Fi e l d A rt il le ryf w a sm a4plpo l nt ed~ ,'

to the Chief of Staff, who"e teask It was to deal with technaical

matters pertaining to the Artillery. The Air ~Srvica, which %aed

Sstarted a a division of the Signal Corps, was now ad a separate I
and distinct arm wtth its own chief (Director of Military Aeronautics)

and Its own procurement organtsation. The Tank Corps becune another ,

separate and distinct arm of the .ry* though Its procurmnt ftunctons,

I 33 h
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likeho ter the artillery, mialned with the Chief of C~umo

Other now hewanabo were the Chemical~ Warfare Service, ?Snauae

I odsting territorial orgniastin h administrationan d

4 training Sr the thited States and Its possessions underwent ltl
change, canasi"n of $x departments In the continental UnLted

State w4 sparat -rb ins I~inM ti, the Phi4lippines, and th

Im

S•ooCanal Zonei v nd i oldo
The Sii€e esrgutizatatn In W or-ld c ameb the o d stemr

beck wader the strain of warg particularly that part of It
caOncerne with the logistical effort. t" lack of coordination of

*~ai tr ans~port.waton ft MInstance led to a situation Inu Decoaer=) ~ I19.17 iwhre, in the abounce c4 controls and priorities, rail traffic
moving Into Not Toark was ba tip all the way to, P lttoburg?. A

~ I searching Investigation by the Senate Military Affairs CouuitteeI
1041 eVaP.-nge1-mi o 16-A

' .America has fallen dme It has 01most stopped Auctioning

because of inefficiency In every burtm and In eaery department of theI ~ I QoversutentoO A reluctant President Wilson move to establish a

a ~ ' practicable system of wartime controls over the economy and Secretary

Bakcer agreed to institute tight executive control In the War Depart-

~ ment. 0eneral March returned from Prmove to become Chief of Staff

&-d it was he, along with Benedict Crowell, who engineered the

complete reorganisation that followed in the eiawr and fall of 1916.

1 The systenm that was adopted was developed withir the military
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establismlent, largely by OmGnerl March and other members of thw

General Staff. Wish of It was beed on the experiences of lWropen.

powers in managing and supplying mass armies at war. But tim out-

side Influences and prtessures camnt be ignored. The system of

iecautive centrol Instituted by March Owed much also to the

expexance of lArge Industrial corporations in this area, asd Indeed

smch of the change in organizat.on and method in the logistical

fie14 was thm work of Benedict Creoell, whosea emperience was that

of a mining and metallurgical enginoer. The development of new

weapons clearly dictated the .stablialmet of the new oraniz.tim I ,

such an the Air Service, the. Chemical Warfare Service, and the Tank

COIrpa. hut in general the neo6 for reorgenization grew more out ,L

of the necessity for producing huge quantities of existing weapons

to satisfy the demands of an expanded American army end of supply-

Ing raw materials to the Allies to produce weapons both for thu.-

Mn teis of %Id~lt:ary education, clearly the war demnmstrated 4
the lack of training of ;.r officers In matter pertaining to

Industrial mobilisation, procuremnt, and supply* Danei4ct Crowell

claims that the arrangement of the Pauchle", Storage and Traiffic

Division under the Chief of Staff was a PA forms arrangem nt, and

actually a device through which he, as Assistant Secretary, could i'

exercise control through the technically legal channel of 'he General

Staff, i"n the War Deparbeent approaches industry with demands EL
for productiton on a modr wr time scale," he w~robs, "to be efffectltve

3 5
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It Must deal With induAStzy an a practical Industrial beasis. Xt at '
* Ispeak the language of the tribe. This the Generel Staff Officer~ is

not fitted to do. His whole training has been In motetlr fiedo.

Ideewd, General Pershmg, John NOfajicy Palmer, and George C.

Marshall all coummte an the lack of officers with any veel General

- Staff training. Very few, bed had a chanc to 1ehm familiar with

Go eral Staff work from 1903 to 1917, mid General Perahing testified

he had had to start ftc scratch in fraice to train officers in this

whose. indapaidence was curbed and which were, 'In some cases,

Oppostione ot of thesihngess 13u te eaeraly rlcmtanc old breaus

*dent W.snand Scrtar Baker to recognize the need for strong

cantrals over the bureaus was the principasl reason why the reot~rgu'-

zation did not come about un~til the country was faced with an

immtinent bruakdown of the war effoxt. The Overman Act provided a

mechanism under which the President could make change once It was

decided upon. Wilson did not seek this legislation until the older

Th prnia-ehnimfrcag in the new General Staff-

of ncrase eficincy Ths goupactually engineered the

I3
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reowmanitiom of M#gust 1916 which passage of the Ovexomm Act had

made legally possible.

The r~orgwrdsation then was a product of both ezterral pressures

idthout the War Department and the influence of indivi4.aas ad

agencies within it. It is eoctramely 'dfficult. to differentiate thej

role Of people oGWerting as Individuals and those operat"n within

an oxrmuiiation pushing for changeo The people having the most to

do with shaping the ArM ortanization In~ World War I were Gen[ral

1k Narch, General Pershing, General Goothals, and Benedict Crowelll

Secretary Bakcer appears to have barn simply the formal instxi'mt[3

4Pof change, ntamoving force behind it. I the case bf n=one

these four prime movers does it &eem possible to separate their =Lo

as individuals from Amhir roles as av'vers wi±thin the organization.'

If there was anW LQW1Ormloganisation devoted to change it Imas the "I
G eral Staff as a corporate body which uougtt to fulfill the role [l

that belonged to' it in theory and it fO~nd its Instrument in General
March as Chief of Staff.

.- . r

IV. VOST-WOML WAR I RWRORANIZATION - 1920-21 .
The National Defense Act Amendments of 1920 scrapped much of

*1 ~~the warti.. organization end returned to the more traditional pattern[3
provided for In the originaý act of 1916. They established the AMW

ofthe United States to becomposed ofthe Regular Army, the National*Th

Guard while in federal service, and the Organized Reserves. Congress

37 I



als spcifedbw um hevariousWas adgarvices. of the Nea

the Chwmecl Warfare Service, and the finanmce Dpartment -but

to the Infantry wad the 6artemmaster Corps respectively. A new Cot" *
of hapain vih is ~Ochef was created mdcing a total of 1.7 a

and servicaes Statbwary reco~iition was given to the offices of the '

~ -iChiefs of the Combat Use,. timma adding to the "bareaut systo.- 2be

act restored wich of the aubonam of the bureaus and their chiefsl,

listing In detail both their functions and the number of military

- ~ personnel to be assigned to sache Itte President was to appoint the

41 chiefs and assistant chief* of the bureaus subjecit to Senate can-.

firmatien.

Cogrs retained -close COintrol over the c~ompotion of the

p:- officer corps, specifying the exact maber by grade and branch and
providing an oeraqp of Regular Army officers to provide for training

~ ii reserve components. It abolished the detail syste and provided forI

permanent career assignment of all officers to the Combat Armas

Corps of Dgineers, and Medical Department, and all thosie above the

LUgrade of captain in the ether services. The. autonomy 0:1 the bareauts

was curtailed to the extent that a single psomtion list was. estab-

U ~lisaed to supplant the separate branch lists.i g-. "a War Department General Staff, headed by the Chief of Staff,

* ~ was to prepare plans for mobilization -and war, "to investigate and

I ~report on the efficiency and preparedness of the Arm," and to
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5Caseim Posessiona1 MAi Ond so"itwoe to the Chief of startfn tihe

Sec"Ptery of War." xt wa oRt th *assmme or ~ge VIn work of an

administrative nature that pcertais to establiushed Wreaus of offcme.

09 othern officers not below the ru* of captain. No officer of the

line In peacetime .ight be assigned to the General Staff Corps (AIdch 0

included General Staff officers with troors) unless he had seLved

twooftheprceding six year In active c wAof cobtam

An Important new provision of the lawe. made the Assistant Se~retacy

of War responsible for supervising procuremet of .11 military supplies

and for industrial mobilization planning. The chiefs of Owe supply [ .
services were to report directly to him, not through the Chief of Staff,

on such matters. TheA Secretary, Assistant Secretary, and the Chief of

* ~~Staff were to constitute a "War Council" to meet from time to time to ~1

* consider policies and programs.

Unlike the Act of 1916 which legislated in detail the organization

of the Army down to company level, the 1920 mWmdmetts only specified .
* that the ArMy he divided into brigades, divisions, Army corps and,[1

when the President deinmed it necessary, Into armies. For purposes of

"wadministration, training, and tactical control," the United StatesL

would be divided into corps areas based an populatton. Under this
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provision Orn War Departmet divided Urn AmW witin the Vfmta

Anc1%ing Alasa and Pmact. o, F eInto mimecrp w oes

:.KThe low did not procribe Orn acomgenlatn a# thm Generl Sbulf.
whom "al vorsin~g mmaa cief Of staff he reerguitud it &usea

th Kw ofn thme. ftrntiona1 staff he ha aeveloie at Aw ,rn-

9aerbwar, with a Do" Cinte~f ad five ftocti~al As*fstait *&ddfe 00

Staff -Gi(personnel mWAdministration); I- (Intopusence) I4

[(Operetions and Trainling); G -4 (&Vqly);, and the Chief of ano War

flow Division. Wen Pr~sn General Staff differed atm that of

Hatch lIn that It was orgenimed primarily as field ara staffs had

*:been ducing Uth vat, end it was to be aploudog orOs Ud*0 not an

provide for centralized control over the bureaux. ~A om;thiAr tu

the supply barmmas would "request decisions an military o~nstionsO

~~:* fri G-4 ard an "business and Industrial quaestions" from the Assisltant

Secretary-

[ ~In mat respects then the reowgeir ation of 1920=21 did not

repcoemt now concepts but the -r crdesernce of old oesu modifed

K a~ome,4bat by the wartime experience. This result wUs PraWIlY a

[ ~product of Congreusiainal insistence on reasserting its traditional

prerogstivt to rgulaeathe Affairs oilthi Avx Indetailwd not to

permit the creation of. aGeneral Staff with what it considered
Aj

inordinate powers. 'The expiration of the Overman, Act made CWOnge-

* ~~sional legislation the only Possible "meclwaism for change. At the 4
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Samt"V"ar P-M Ito ftwea an ' LBaiotL that wuld hen

ftmthat "Mid hw,, peovid&d an even larger coma" fno P, wierLI

federal cant"rol.Congress rejected both peepositlans. "Ibarly all

the control Iwntofor a ercisei by Cbnpe~sse v the AOWn," said

~'a ne 0ongesoanw of the proposal, *is to be tronsterred teeretically

to the Presidet but prectically to th Chief of Staff. Iwwwee,

Congress Is to be permitted to foot the bills. . . tis natural

Conuressional zesenboant was heightened by General Retchls blunt

Uwar hare', end the deter~mination of the bureau chiefs to regain

their traditiona .atonamy. Ithe *mate WU1ltary Affairs Committee

fowi Its *t military atpert In We1 %oIn NcAiuey valmer, twh had [
served on Pershing's staff In Dirope end fwhos %Laiowa n the need for

a large professional. army differed markedly from those of the MarchL

school. Palmer spent soeton months wuddkng with the coenittwe and [
did much to shape the ie nto to the Madonal Defense Act.

On a numhee of points Congress deferred 6D the views of GeneralL

( Pershing - In placing th Tank Corps. under the Infantry and in

giving statutory recogdtion bo the Chiefs of time Combet Arms and 1
In the new Air and Chemical Warfare Services* Faersin, wilikeu

March, opposed the General Staff undertakcing duties normally performed

by the buesuaus, and hi a concept of a generasl staff was dominated by [
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f4 qe~ta a bonrd headed by Maj. fum. .3mmes a* )marbed, wo had torn

' 1 ~ ~comrndin Gu"eavl of hisi Serice of ftly In Prouie, whmich imok

I; ~ ou mthe detailsof the new Grnitm'i Staff agrrwngrnta

uh abirbsad C*4 Intzeomed e'new mwept an the commnd A

tiawtions .f the Chief of Staff, mesa" Its recaM5an the~

1imalkin basis" that the Chief 'of Staff miat comwod'in tield In the
event of mobiLJoetn Otls, too, me, appacrtly based anthe x--

of -Gaira1 of the Armies hold by Ommeral Perqhand d tfthac tA

I * hbe would nWaqmst~ionably aarimm I'ield omend In~ the event of enil

nation diarIng his teare This would be done, the Harboad Board

* ~r'ecaimmrnded through the creation of a General Headquarters (GHQ)q

., .to be staffta Initiall~y by officers fro MA.

Vmere were other influences. Pershing fafored a separat
Ymenpor~tation Corps, but Cmigress turned doi his proposal. MAnV

simillarly It approve a Finmace Departmant against his osppositi~cev

The provisions spccifirally assigning to the Assistant Smretary

responsibility for procurement and industrial mobi~lization reflected

'the Influence and testtmony of Dmneit Crowll.

As fa snwwaosweec.e pter fetI biu

the came of the Air Service cnd the Chemical Warfare Service, but

I i~t is e*Wally true that now developaseto such asthe tak and impr'oved

miter tranaportation did not receive tie nine recogndtione There was
J ~no apparent relationship between military education and the reorgani.

nation, though the Amy nd~ustrial College, founded in 1924, was to

VI
L*
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be .anltmlemt pro~wt of It. Ra~ing thema tbIMAL Defene act &%wo

* inmtft reflected bhe 9periences of the v.Ariem anLagendsts &AIaMa thU-r4n

wari and in this rqect they aftodied Uhe lesama. of the war a
sloteomtsd by don Ctongeses 'aneral utesuag and PUS 0u1*Qftu

Benedict CreAesll, end the saream c~&iefs, r Uwwe then by general Marcoh

* ot Secsotarw Maker. 'tirn bur'es chies, for i"OR~lt, isbilted thiot

In their amperlonce the Purchase, Starage ed Traffic DvIs -in creattd
wurece~ssay red tap. and delay. The Chief of **wit=s testified

bluntly before Congress, that "not am single tanstructive thing has

comm out of the ftrchmm, Storage wkd Traffic Diiin"All It hM4

done wasn to interfere with buceau operations %fic)., until then, he

asserted, Wa been rnnming smoothly. Thp conflict bebseem this

* testimony and that of others %to asmerte"l thaet under the old w,,t=n

the War Dspartmet P&chinegy had abemt nipkem 4WmL I& abw'iOu.

It sesems qaite Impossible to disentangle, the influsice of fosmsal

* organisatIons from that at perfons acti" as Individuals in braing"

about the 1920-21 changese Presuoebly Congmrmen.we acted as imiividua2 a,

and to 0 degree ft&vhi'g, Palmer, rowel 1 and the bAreru chiefs did,

though they were wat of the formal organization of the AM*W kNever,

Secretary Beacer, as hand of the forwal organlation, General March,

and the Geeal Staff favorid a perpeb.Aatn of essentially the wartime

ssm Thr eedivisions thnwithin the formal oraiztio tha

play"d an Ir~rzamt role In biriaging about a cha'ig. that had conkra-

dictory aspcrts. roorgauisst.1an of 1920-21 provided on a&equateL

oq. .;.mn for ~A pemacetia Arms but It was not one that would [

* 4 43



WrIV 0 in iv tra wuition tb Mother World %w er

I~v Ar PC*m1 WMM W AR

10 9 1%mh 1942 by elsmmtive oL4er unider the nlest Ver Pvrs &I.# 4M

-1It tops'eruiA'J S 5-roachi"a chaige In the adat"n methods of

buslmes.. TO* essentia fesatuareof the reoarguanation was

*tft creatio of- three some of Interior comanads - LIV &wAhid gO

();I AzmV Air Porces (AAV)l and the Services of Supply late& renommed3

air Amy Service farces (AV). "waes three major cwain%ds took vmu mot

of the detailed lime tion* formerly performed at the General. or Speciul

* iStaff iwwam levei and freed the Chief of Staff to concentrate c

the acWu~I direction ot the war* Ml becife remaiubl* Ss. trami~agI

bm tM vA a~imW mid atmocled the funtions ofh t himOefs of the Comat

~ Avis, wh~ose offices wpr. eholithad. tim LA~s turiction in b'In training,

adiniskrationg and supply of &It fov,'*s were e0e broader WAd ANfe

A e nidasas .j*eriadadlittiecdthe mv.-em o wha et wmlld eventually beam n 1ridsjmandnk Air Fare.

* sort of catch-ali far fUnctions not otherwise adsignedo it. eatablisbod

e central control over the Supply Arms and Services (later bin, o asI echmýCal Services, ncluding af nelyzze~dTanzzztinCo~

with mach ta, "me funtions as beforel it also bmougt tpgsther In

&W Organisation the procurfement and Industrial mob~lisat~ion functlons

44



L q
Ar~dftd ostof te odr~sratvebmuschateAdtnt4

setionsy fetmyassined pnteoficy o mtters Ibafreeeueth kke hr i4Ua

but Inje fact withesih oe odunsratifluenems %di sthe Miuts mit

sierall fod aUrnx Intance g iepert was.lesafcwOuth *

powr a n General Staff rpassed toteni WarlyrimtaDtvbtsion, s aid

ftw Int an Operactions Divsio (on) thtcnsiue te
* ~ O Setafnsf'rml 01 elgeed po lic mater dfrecting t ie~.ON beaeI manyu

coorinaiit n for -mitany ayntellecvles afrfctlped.wi ith numerea [of
powensrpraiting direraly oteCfo Staff pwedt teWPans Division treuce.

Th~ed Copi r" #nfre nto servrtiiscviie ~l) t constitoper seatieg

thoug tertaffial cedipostionsrctn the XXwar O bo, in carigotItsy

troispectncios, a. ee tf nd itself.Old mt w ecrthodsofdea~ledivstaff

* 1onovrdin tiw cus m ntry was d nivid weto abotnu ed, and s fte tater ical*
agencien tes cmmns reporteng directly to the Chief of Staff wsgetyr*ad.l

smde he authrit eponsible fhre majory cawwinstrdidot exen beon

K asthey bofndares of thontionena Wsitecud forates*Telf. Aoals oeatedH
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diapeie A=dtepatyert .1mad Won Werl Wa 11u~~ worn et wa Eypr

at jint or cobieds Auammeeda that wtaseunder thesratgi directo

ofUr thaeaomiditono one tor~ In World We )ar X, auution o esore

amftg tm nd thet wiem.Terel atta, oweer ipt1Cn direto fterfall. t

CC$e, %dth ODeD a ~end t isser cieras AeV wzppyI AM ormlypersetav

an joint ord combkined comindathtes Dretie execution ofstrtegic reto

SF trndovres Generd Mashll an ChiefofStaff of the A~rmy

that GeerlMac had benunbe toeeciei World Wa X

so-#tt d. Uwre ov uc nernal strteicietinoandwoennt of t eertLvit

Mearch 94t an Indedthent rall wetlaning wagnis a to hihr level

Wa te cnraloiauthontwas -hceaino the thro comdands and thisWto ev

itslasf~ to arayss mintuym denoef s n the mehnimoif change* mb
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*ae rationale Se the 1901 coaev esation Is to be fund Mie

in the prospective nature and scope of the Am's war effot than In

new and theoretical wmmswg nt concepts. Oanorel Gboqp C. Harslls

Chief of staff, found the War Departeent at the tim of Pearl Hito

a4 poow commned post, aend he sought to a"t It a better ow. A

mil ewmW of 200,000 man scattered at continental and omeeess

arxiam in 139 was underg"g an ea that woud evenall yI
pcodta'c a fomc of Waer 8,000,000 deployed around the globe. Haver-

r t

theleu, the theory behind the reorganization was drawm, how directly "

* it is Impossible to state, ftm the experience of l" corporation

that In the 1920's and 1930's had been decentraliming respsibility

•. • , and au thorit y fo ope rations t o the field , s ope ct i "J~ them fr om ,.•

corporate headquarters. This freed top managers to concentrate 0n 1

the processes of plonning fumhr operations, allocating "eM~'oes

among them, and supervising -thir execution, mich as the 1942 Ax

,rO-genizati:n did. *]

The major purpose of the 1942 reorganimation was to free Own-I
Sera Marshall from the excessive burden of detail the old staff systm

Ips upon *Jmand the reorgani ows a very real sense a I
SMarshall reorgen.mation for It produced the systm Od procedures[

that the Chief of Staff thought necessary for the direction of the

A brief description of the process by which the rorganisation

was brought about will serve to Illustrate the interplay 4-f Idmes,

events, personalitiest wAd formal organiustions in bringing about

* .
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&be ahasge. leergaelstieo actually besan Is 1946. tested

t o! the ceoeept developed by the Newberd Board In 1921 that

a General Ueadquorters (O6Q) would be leoated separate froem

the Var "partmeat threugh which the Chief of Staff would

di.set field Operatloss. ,,Q we. created in 1940 with ]
i9ge es. Lesley J. McNair as Its head and wes initially

Iaelsed a training mission directleg the four I armles

r that had come Into beinm earlier. but In July 1941 the

'A War Department expanded *IQ's role to include direction

of operations. Meanwhilea, LA had been created as a

coeodinate ceomand responsible for air training and opera-

" -• tiossand-VD was exerclsing at a staff level a role that

S vawould cenfllst with 0Qo8a operational functions. Uhe* "

General Mclair sought authority comemesurate with his j
responsibility, It brought these coftlicte to a head and

f orced the General Staff to peee up to the issue of wbtether

the GNq concept, conceived in terms ef a one front ground

war like World Vat I, was an adequate ese for the sew

situation.

The basic Idea for the reorlansiation appears to have

originated vith Col. W. K. Narrisoe p a VPD officer is the

fall of 1940. Harrison's plan contained the eseestlsl, Of

a three command organisation with VPD serving' as a commend

poVt. It was presented by Harrison, on behalf of a VPV

hI 4,4

K
4. I.
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c"" 'ommite apoite to td the Q prblm Is Seteber

1941, but *ejected by the head of VPO at that time as U
involim8 "eaotensivo exporleototion with untried ldat at

a critical time." Them I& November 1941, General U. 8.

Arnold, eommander of AAF, revived It IS OubasLaco in a plan

presensted to General Marshall to resolve the Impasse with

OUQ. Marshall wao favorably impressed with It, and on 23 ,

November ordered UPO to develop a plan "in sufficient

Sdetail to determine its practicality." About & weak before L .

Pearl larbor he recalled BtIS. GeC. Joseph T. MNeratey, an

air officer, from a special masaim In Leaden to head a

coummitte to study and recommend a proper organisation for

the War Department. but Mcaerney was diverted temporarily

to ihe Pearl Barber Inveatigating Committee and the L 1

Sncommittee did not Set to work until 23 January 1942. [ .

Meanwhile Marshall, wrestling with his "poor command post",

became are than ever convinced of the need for reargasa- [J '*

tion. MNefrney'$ committee, composed of himself, Harrison,

and Lt. Col. Laurence S. Kuoer, another sir officer serving
an

on Gfi. Marehallts staff, came up/31 January 1942, with what

U was oeventIa4ly a modified version of the Harrisen plan.

Mcherney advised against following traditional General Staff '

prp'edureo and warned that submitti•n the proposal to all

interested parties would result in Interminable delays.

49
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Instead he recommended approving the plan. appointing the

t .• new commanders, and creating an "executive committee" to

I carry out the reorganitation as soon as possible.

SilMarshall followed this procedure in all its essentials.

"4 McNarney was appointed head of an executive committee to

S! •, ... work out the details and put the plan Into effect, this

S•, .: committee to consist of representatives of those expect*3.•

to head up the new organizations and hence with a vested

Interest in their success. The Chiefs ofd the Supply Arms

and Services and those of the Combat Armsy whei positions ai

iereu most'vn8all affected by the reorganization, were not
i£)...,represented on the committee and were given no opportunity

i ' ~~to comment untitl the whole roorganiaation was a fai.._t

i ., accompli. The Secretary' of War and the President were

S; .... persuaded to approve,*ud the necessary executive order v&6

j b .... issued on 28 February 1942 making tha'reorganization

I effective 9 March.

Of the major elements contemplated in the reorganize-

tion, AAF was already in oxe'stance, GHQ could be transformed

into ACY and WPD into OPD without great difficulty, but the

supply command had to be pieced tugSther from many diverse

., elements. it was, zuI the original McNarney-Harrison plans

, a rather vague general coacept, and the line of development

that led to the creation of ASP was a partially separate o01%.

so

:1:

Si
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There had long been concern In the War Department over

divided control over supply and service operations betwosn .

the Undersecretary of War's Office (proeorement and

Industrial mobilization) and G-4 (policy on military

requirements and distribution). Each Issued orders

Independently to the operating agencies. principally the

Supply Arms and Services and the Corps Areas. Robert P.

Patterson, Undersecretary of War employed an outside

consultant firm, Booa, Fry, & Allen, to study the Army supply

system late in 1941, and General Brehon B. Somervell, who f

became G-4 in Decemb'er of that year, had a group headed by

Goldthwaite Dorr make a similar study. Both studies

recommended the appointment of a single military officer

with functions similar to those of General Goethals in

World War I. Mr. Patterson rejected this solution but it L7
was not Incompatible with the HcNarney-Harrison proposal

that there should be a single supply and service command.

General Somervell, commander-designate of the new command,

In working with the McNarney committee to develop the

concept of the Services of Supply, used the ideas developed

by the Dorr group extensively. Essentially the contribution

from this independent line of development was the union of

the functions of the UndeorsecrCtary'i Office and of C-4 under

the new command. This idea had not been included In the

original Harrison plan.

51

I

\I



:*1.. • ,,,, i/ ": .,•.. ,• -•.,•. , . .. i* ., .• - •- -

• . ,. - . ~ .* a-. .. . *4, . . . . . ' . ,. ••
Ave'.

idt appenrs tha n thaLu the 1942 reorganiastaon was sotitut"d

t eproduced throupt any Inofttutionalieod foethod for iaktiL

S4 pchnget but b hat wasi ath a d raher etraordinry prorese tablt

c ircumvented normal staff procedures. General Marshall J

"* e.eutidsplaeyd thit "cocthon ruthlessness ive hlch dioregards ot

accustomed methods and Individual likings in otiriking .i;

.•;* •. out along now and untrodden pathsO that Catferal March had •• •

• t~~~ound necessary In World War 1. In substance, he substituted".-" .

S° pattern of staff coordination and he did It by-an Irreversible

f.• executive decision without: extensive consultation of• intrestied .-

parties.

There Is little perceptible relationship of the state

of military education to this change, uor vw it greatly

.f influenced by pressures exerted from outsait the Army. It

was rather worked out by Individuals withi the formal

organization who found existing arrangementia unsatisfactory.

I • The push of one organization dedicated to cheane, •i.e.

the Army Air Forces which sought greater autonomy and could

nt live with the GRQ arrangement, certainly played a -art,

but there were other individuals and organizations vho also

saw the need for Change and supported it, among thee

officers In UPD, C-4, and the Undersecretary's Office. The

more significant fact yea that those with vested Interests
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S e assorts8 ways if Asia$ buslis's, were 4 .0P ly lef t out eof " i

t'he114 plaSSIS8 process. The paossae of the First war powers "•

I •- &t Uy Congress late Is 1941, 8ivin8 the Prtesieet power to

S• eoOgaut80 che, executive .branch move or -**so at will for +

•i ~the dubatrie of the war, made possible the rapid eOe~cutles i

• ~Of the retorganization without the tine-cousualse process •
_ <1

!' u .. . .+., 2 ', •

S,.. , ,

see dui atioft fred Contrble th *Auctidon ui [It.'
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VI. -JW RZORGANZATrIM or 1.

Once the war was vear, the Armay reverted tu an aftwisation not

greatly dissimilar to that existing before it U-gun. War Dapsrt~mt A.
J A

Circular 136, 13 may 1946, established the new organization effective

k1I1 June 194". AV? was ab~olished, 010 lost its preaciivence AmngP

General Staff sections, end the Technical and 4dm~inixtrative Services

U ~were cestored to their former position of relitive indopnc'ence.AGId-
and AAF W*ze contin"- 1, the tatter with itacreased waztoncey in supply

and a~dmnistrative matters in anticipation of the creation of a

separate flepartment of the Air Force.

U The General staff was to contain si,- co-equal directorates-

£Personnel and Ad.1rnzstration (P & A); Intelligence; Organization

and Training ( 0 &T); Servi ces, Spipply, and Procurement (S, S & F ) .
[ Plans and Operations (P & 0); and Research znd Development (Ran).

Except for the nowl R & D dtreztoratep thiey were roughij the equivalent

I of tha pre-war G-sections and bVPD. These directorates were t.: *plan,

K direct, coordinate, aid sup'rvi.;e" activiti~es within their respective
JurisdictIons and operate to the extent necessary to se ýIiat the

Chief of Staff's directions w.re carried out, The Chief of Staff was

specifically *iý,4ged Wcnimnwd of all components of the Mm?." with

£ ~a Deputy Chief to a&.slia him in his dutxp i

ASr Headquarters furctions were divided among three staff sertions

~p A, s,SP, anv R & D -withthe major portionof them going

to z., S wan P. CPD'n 14gistics Group which had dur~xig the war done much
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logistical wA peremmIl pv*A.ei ft -of* enrlstaff lWs*can

sigwd to 8,8 so P.So So ~P mimfeIn9*t ay oeed toabe aseot *Axe

of 0 staff mabetibtut for AW with conq~tta gxmpmaeMh1W with ieqect 3
to M myjt* sCall MPIn Md psCOMMOnt activitieseN 11t it 4ould awk

inrCdse POBOd functions 41s A* had over the Chleft of the eight

Tecnicl Srviesand though It was aasignad priaary supervision

Servceswaveto orkpriferiy uder' the xpr~sa fP&A u
again teewsno conted U~na. 1h addition theme were ton Special '

Staf aentoscovering such fisda as'public &zlations, the buftet,

In. theme areas serving the Chief AStff n h Secretary of war.

In all sons 29 individual staff agencies reparPSd directly to the

0,1.1 of Staff or his Depty.

5" ~Six Zone of 3hterioe ArM Areas ware established to carry on

training and provide tactical fiorces and to perform the serVice,I* . . ~supply, and adilnistrative funi-tions of the wartime ASP service cmn- ,.

* . m~aids. For the first of these functions they vmr. responsible to AW ' -

but for the second directly to the War Deparltomt The Arnie&' i
adminilarat-ive duties included furnishing support to installations

U) ~-~~--~ - ~-.-. - of the 1Tctwiicaloi
(r..ies ru that.ware unde the c an o f the F Chi

and Admnrstrative Services* The position of the overseas commids _

awere not fuidamaitally changed though they were reduced in number.

& I* ~Army ovetrc~oas cenimanders were directly under the War Deparbaent with '

I.Al
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W&O hit tf~l~ng tie old 00D isle of assisting the Chief of staffI

in their dir•'tn= .

Them mechaias of change was rather mote insut i ,o alLoed in

this came than In that of the Koeogenizat.ion of 1942. A Specill

,. K Plomng Division was established in 1943 to plan for the post-wea

miitary establisbment. It had not, before the ea of the waregreed

K o~~n any plan, ad an 30 AL'9Ust 1945 it was a**rsde by a specAmtI

board of officers headed by Lt. Gen. Alasander N. Patch charged with
an

proposing I "organization appropriate for peacetime adoption." The

3}board conducted Inquiries fo several we&% w submitted Its• report

' ~~to the Chiteff off Staff on 18 G:tobel 194S. Th report wa then•

ci•rculated for c- t or concur by the Generatl and Spectal

UL; S taf~f Divisions, and to major commandas In the sawe of interior ad,.,.,

"overseas. After theme cownts were receiv'ed the board was crcon-

- ~sti4..ated on 6 Decoxiber 1945, with Lt. Gen. William IL Simpson as

president in place of G••eral Patch, whe dIed an 21 Movmber. The

report of the Simpson board kecame the basis for War Departrmet

, ' ? €aCrcular 138.

The principal concepts that guided the actions of the Patch-

Simpson Board - and they were hardly nw - were first a belief .

that the General Staff ag a corporate body, pumbhe aside during tho

war, must be revitalized and given the primary task of central

,t •.• direction of the Azmy, aWn uc*ond a belief that in order to do this.

the staff must, to ame degree, operate - "The Board believes that

.1 while the General Staff must be the agency to deal with matt•rs of *

56
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thencsaydwe itrc Ion di nai

organizations that lad to this cag o*Idw.ctlKadhe

tosearteon ftem the ohr 1tPersonalities wxclearly

ti or taut, as were the clashing tnterests of agencies. Those who

tbouglat along traditionalist lines really won over the innowatorse-

this was abunduantI! evident Iin the abolition of ASV and the rejection

of the scheme for post war reagegmiiation that the managerial wxprts

in ASP advwacede Thm only real concession to modernization was the

* ~establislmant of a Research and Dnwlox'mt Division on the umzvrl

end - the consolidation of a1ll the tosoftwGl Gl n -

of the General Staff in the ASP as a dual stU-owin )giy,
the functionulixation of the supply and servicefucin ;,teAm

through the practical abolition of the Tectnical Services. He

aipo l~r oiidpa o wciraiaino h ~~±~bandoned the plan for absorbing the General Staff sections when :it[1

ra Into ovcrwholUing appozition, tut hao presented to theo Pat.ch-U

Jervices. Tho make-up of the Patch-55L4tison Bo~ard. howe~vu.r, was of a

nature to exclude ASP influence. Pe1~ch end Simpson were world war :I

Army cmmanders without extensive experience in War Dqpertment staff

IA
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wack. The meat of the bear conalatied of an Mex Toma. planninw,

ffiCe, geptresola OM, tm officers representinq the Toftctdcal.

brvicee, ane frwom the Inspec bo General' a Office, and ane r'~e-

aenting the PlameIng Division. A proposal to Include 2omervell's

¶ main mamqagmnt alpert, N.J. Gin. Clinton 9'. Robinson, was specifJ-

cally #uried down. The boar listened carefully to all points of

view but It sam to have beon convinced from the start tha the

Geea tf aust be restoired to Its femumr place of lopwtance

in directing War Departmet activities and that thereioru ANr mo~t

Sgo. And the abolition of Al? and the disprsion of I ts ftnctianS

-was the central febaure of the 1945 reorgei~matton.

I ~The abolition of AV was a produc~t of interplay of organizational
# 5

and personal Interests. 3h the course of wartime operations, Samer-I.J
L veil and the ANr had made mawrj - '*s. The AA?, which in 19M had

V I supported the three comumiad caracept as a peons of achieving a greater

eaueof autommoy withuin the AruW was now determined to secure a

totally independent status Including a seart supp. aid seric

*stabli~ahammto Its interests no loeger concided with toeo V

090 had been alienated by, 3omorvell'a efforts to secure, control of -

stratgioc-loqistics planninge All wh beliavcd in Ut.. ~a * L2aiff

system viewed its enasculat~nn in World War 11 wi tY, .da alaxm

Within the Aff, the traditionally independent Technical Services

~i* (with the c~eptlon of U-m Tran~portatlon Corps, an AM creation)3

dr ' I wefPm functlonaliiation as wouathom. Must.Regular Army logistical
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officers had a technical service backgroud an contrasted with the

clviliIan business background of many of Somervoll 'a menagwent4

eaperts. ?bm latter would depart the Army at the and of the war

while Wie former remained. Za any case, the not result was that at

A sotof infoamal coalition took shape representing AA?, OFD, other

In the elaborate hearings bpfore the Patch-Simpson Word, the .9

tight wartime control over the Army thrugh a vertical cimand

arrangement, Including the continuance of the WS. The supporters

included Gwerwas xarahll, MNarney, and arrison, the architiects
of the 1942 reorganisation, as. wll as General SAmervell and his

principal staff adviser&. Secondly, there were the representatives

of the General Staff and of the Techuaical Services wh~o preferred
to

generally to return / something closely resembling the pr--war

" organization. Thirdly there was General Dwignt D. Eisenhower and

his sWf from. Ue European Theater who favored an organization

somewhat similar to the second group lbut incorporating features of .

the wartime organization of the European Theater of Operations. They

would replace the old staff divislons with directorates that would, • I

in a sense, operate as well as advise. The Board listened with LI .

particular deference to Eisenhower, since he was dcainat-d as tha C;
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acc ~ %)f Marshall as Chief of SUNf ~ wan l e.t prt

un~der the rm organization. Ma urg came, both thes latter go*o

-. attacked the AV? seirvie command'e role as urtwokabl* in peect~t1

beciause It violated the principle of unity Of command In the field.

( ~ ai bolition of the service commmudm meat there would be no further

need fbx All.

fAcote but was o Ie~nitiat~edbhi.Onen in itscumost cunreaiou&,tns

V would culminate in the Natinnal Security Act of 1947. Initially, the

Armysuportd te ceaton f asinl he fSaf n h rai

Laino orh evc htwud efr o.l teamdsrie



VIZ. &lORGOIG ATION, 1947-41 - VAR DIP&ATUN .

SUMIDPAT INT F ABUNT

By the hational Security Act of 1947, the Air forceam

becae a separate department, the Vat Department was renamed

the DWavy f Ar (e)and the Departments of the

Army, Navy, and Air Face* becme executive departments within

the National military totabliehment under the "general direc-

tion and control" of the Secretary of Defense. The se.vice

departments were to be "separately administered" under their

respective secretarlie, but these secretaries lost their

cabinet rank. The Joint Chiefs of Staff became a statutory -

body seated In the Office Secretary of Defense, specifically

assigned the task of formulatlna Joint military plans and Y

giving 8siratatc direction to unified commands to be

established In various parts of the world. These changes

It the position -of the Department of the Army in the overall

setup were accompanied by changes in the internal management

of tha department design, d to *noble it to function more

efficiently withiu Lhel uew ftrmework. '- . . .

"The changes in the internal organimetion of the I
depamLmont, @rouhly is chronological order of thelr

occurrence, worst !I

(1) Th• ACr command was aboli/h:d and the Office, "',

Chief of Army Field Forces (OCAFF) established as a DA

61 r t



r • ... 
.. - .

-. . ._ •, • . ,

A t" &.4
" "field operatimg agemey' feo SmaRIU all UdItO sad'

ladivideelo need It a field arny (not iealwandig Veeheieo a2
.. [ and Admialstrattva Servicel treining stivltiLee). Army

areas, without any real cheeoe In functioa* veto placed

directly under DA Readquartere.

0 (2) The Reseahoder h ad Delopment Dtrectiraee of theb• ~ ~General staff was made a 'a & 0 Division vithin, the so to '

adminietratle m of the Army." Within the Office of the

tor oteOCA) a Managemnt Divisio a

maderesonsblefoTconducting studies and making becom-
ma )datieme on Army orgaynai een.

(4) The *lognf Deputy chief of steff wae replaced by I
.- a Vice Chief of Staff end two 'Deputy Chife Of Utaof2 the

) I firse for Place and Coba)t Oper aetons, the second for
ofmade repn. The Du ty for bludse sd emkioro wa

chargende~oea with s oorvalo o leann ircio o oma

of Stot ah ex ve aepnty eof the JCS), deploymet of forces
end alloeChion, of revources, and aesignment Of oattatuglc an
tacticd l alerions to Army commanders. The Deputy for& I Adminlstration was charged with espervieion of all
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¶..aidmimistrative and current epratioeal activities outside .

the sphoeo assigned to the other deputy.

(5) The Technical Services wore placed under the I
"direction and control" of the Director of Logistics and

the Administrative Services under the "directioe and

c ontrol" of the Director of Personnel and Administration. ,

(6) The &re, Secretariat urder the now arrangement L

consisted of the Secretary, an Undersecretary, and two

aesistant secretaries -- coe assigned politico-military
matters, the other resourcesa nd adminita• r ti•on. The final it

circular on organizsation in November 1948 stressed the

civilian secretariat's supervlaory control over Army logistics.

Th, position of the Army overseas commands underwent ,?

little -.mediate change, as It took time to develop the Ej
machinery of unified command under the JCS overseas. As

that system took shape, hovever, each unified command was

to consist of coupooent commands of Army, Navy, and Air •ir.

force under a joint commander drawn from any of the three e'

services. Mitch as In World War •1, administrative andi Ii

logistical control of service components would rest with .

j the responsible military department and in practice one of

,the service Chiefs of Staff would be assigned as exec4tive I

agent for each unified command. The rearrangements of

1947-48 gave legal sanction to the system in practical

1* ~63 j
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7f7oo*&Ic.*th establishment ofthe JC 16 9 der .I2'<
this system the Chief of Staff& U.S. Army, exec€e du $ 

.$
., o.e -- (1) As ezestut.ve manager of the depars'e o e

Secretary of the Army and (2) 4as a mear of the JC% whose

responsibility was to the Secretary Of DefOnse and 'he

President. The kray Staff served him ; bolh these,.*

, •capacities.

The mcaimfor chneinvolved la. th e natinaI •

security arranjemsets appears more suiuable for analysis at .

K rthe Defense or JCS level. The Internal changas involved as .

the War Departmeut became the Departsenz 4f the Ar-my were

not nearly so sweeping as those of 1942 or 1946. They greo w..

largely out of internal exauination withir the formal

organization, were significantly Influenced by ext••nal

pressures enly to the extent that they w•re required by . 1
the National Security Act, and had no really Tundemental

relationship to either military education or the develop-

no at of new weapons. They were regarded, as the 1946

reorganization had beon, as iLter•m changes peading the estab-

.lshont by Congrassional legislation of a neow tatutory

Sbasis for Army orgauization. In this resp:ct, they were

0~ 
. r

. as significant in terms of whet tsay did not do an for what

..k •they did. For the most part they involved the question of

how to Implement the concept of providing an adequate

• .. Ytinstrument In t1,. - central head~quarters of the ,Depart~ment .[

:. I;
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f'or the eff icient management of Army affairs. And om

this issue the main line of division was between those-

who favored. functionalization as opposed to the traditional

arrangements of the Technical Services.

The separation of the Army and Lhe Air Force was not

a sigedramatic entbut apoesthat weton ovra

long Pariod of time, beginning in fact with the creation

4fteArSr icIn World Wr1 Itas a organizational

deveopmnt hatdid result foanIntensive drive b i'.

offier*forautaonoy, and by 1947 tho AAF was already a

praticllyautonomous organization, the separation of which

fromtheground army involved no great difficulties. A

-dwale4agreement between the Army and Air Force Chiefs of

Stfte Isenhover-Speatz Agreement, governed the many

detilsofthe split-off. still leaving the Army responsible

for providing many common supplies and services for the AF.

Meanwhile, two different boards analysed the results

of the 1946 reorganization In 1946-47 at the direction of

the Chief of Staif,and both found it want-Ing In many

respects. The board headed by Lt. Gen. Wisde HIsaisp. for

Instanice, found the War Department organizationi "not condu-

ciye to either maximum efficiency or maximum economy."~

Among the changes recommerded and carried out was the

Patablishme nt of en Army Comptroller in 1947, a recogn~ition
of the need for better financial management. The roots
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of the idea of comptrollership re.. to be found is tbe

•ba sness 'world and lil the Control Division of Genera7.

* Cnervclja wartime ASF. The crea'tion Of the Comptroller
antLClpated a formal statutory requirement to be *establis hed ".by the 'lacionol Secuirty Act Amendments of 1949. The other,
results of the boards' studies -- the substitution of OCAFF
for AGF and the placIng of research and development under

the Director of Lo$istics -- resulted both from the J
necessity for economy and conflicting organizatiobal

, .pressures. AGF'. position in the chain of command between
the ZZ atiales and the DA had' produced much friction. Money

, for research and dAvelopment was. scarce, and officers In theI• Losisticx Directorate sought to eliminate a divided line I
of control over the Technical Services.* •The establishment of the Management Division in the

Comptroller's Office was the most significant developmentI . in terms of the effort to institutionalize change. This
division, under Col. Kilbourne Johnston, undertook an

A interim study on "The Organization of the Department of.

the Army" and submitted a report on 15 July 1948. Studying
the lessons of histcry, the Management Division concluded

ol

that the Army had had to abandon it3 permanent statutory

structure in both World Wars and create an emergency

*. organizatlon because of two major defects -- the lack of a

66" 1
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truily functional staff to the sense of sibagL9 staff

Sagencies responsible to the Chief of. Staff tot each of 1

the department's major functions, and "an unwieldy spanI

of control" in that too many agencies reported directly

to the Chief of Staff.

The divi•.on found mosc ot the faults that led to

reorgauiixaion in the two vars present in the post-World

War 11 organization and recommended a functional

r rearrangement not too different from that proposed by -'"

General Somervell except in that it would operate under

the Army Starf rather than under a service coea'and. Thet

three.pri-c'!p#l features of the so-called Johnston Plan

were -- (1) To reduce the number of agencies reporting to

the Chief of Staff by creating a Vice-Chief and two Deputy [2(
Chiefs who would supervise functional directorates;, (2) To

functfonalize the-Army staff, meaning the Technical and

Adainistratlve Services, along lines similar to the Somervell t ,

proposals; (3) to place all Zz installations and activities

under the Army commanders. Including the Class It install&-

tions commanded by the Chiefs of the Technical and Adminis-

trative Services,

* I The Management Division proposed to place the plan

into effect In a series of steps. The first steps creating t-

the Vic-.-Clief and two Deputy Chiefs of Staff, end placing

the technical and administrative services under the Director ¶1

,, 67

lie

A .



A.k- *. n

of Logistios and of Personnel adAdministration respectively

* *Iwas carried out In November 1944, as Phase t of the plan.r ut the further stops ware indeflunitely delayed an the

opposition of the Chiefs of the Technical Services to

functionalizotion and lose of control of Class 11 instells-

A'.1 "i~ ~ n ad* ittelf felt. The Technic~1 Service Chiefs

~: [with the support of the Director of Logistics, wer* able

through the normal staffing procedures to persuade the

Chief of Staff and the Secretary that f..rther steps towa-rd

r functionaltzation were not In the best interests of the

* ~Army. Even in those areas where an apparent c~ntralization I
of control was formally prescribed. a. &. the Director of

SLogistics' "direction and control" of the Technical

Services, it had little' practical effect for othet sections

~ of the General Staff continued to share this direction and

control.

q11
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Vi!!o ARMY OCRGANION ACT OP 1950

The reorganizations from 1942 through 1941 were caried out under

the inemergncy powers of the President,., mkling change possible

without Conresaional sanction. The••rmy Organizatizn Act of 1950

gave the Army h now statutory basis in anticipation of the Orpiration ii

of the First War Powers Act of 1941. It replaced a miscellany of old 0

laws governing the Army that dated back almost to the founding of the

Republic. It was accompanied by Internal changes in the depart nt

"that completed the adjustment to the National Security Act of• 1947
! and its imendmiits in 1949.

i Irt he distinguishing fiature of the 1950 act was the flexibility

granted the Secretary of the Army in prescribing the organization of

the deparbanet and conducting its affairs. -The Secretary, acting

under the direction and control of the Secretary of Defense, was to ri

be "responsible for" and "have the authority nAdessary to conduct all

affairs of the Department of the Army," including the right, within

certain limits and with certain exceptions, to prescribe the composi-

Stion, duties and functions of the Army Staff and commands. The act "

stipulated that there should be one Undersecretary and two Assistant

Secretaries, and an Army Staff to be composed of a Chief of Staff,

a Vice-Chief of Staff, not to exceed three Deputy Chiefs of Staff, Ii

i ~and not to exceed five Assistant Chiefs of Staff, and scowm thirteen.

heads of technical and adninJr trative services (by name but without ii,

a prescription of their duties). In accordance with previous legl.-

69.

II
- _ - . .



• " I + ~ ', .2' * : . . . '.. .

4is

SIlatian, Including the Notienal Security Act I1 .f 194a an 1949, cow-
tamn dutibes prescribed for the Chief of Staf, the Cmptroller of

the Any, the inspector Geuetal, the Judge AdvocaU Gener-al, te Chief

of Engineers, anid the National Guard Bureau ware not to be altered.

Otherwise, the Ar.y Staff was to be "organized In such -an.ur," and

its member* were to *perform such duties and bear such title., a" I
i•the Secretary of the AMqr proscribes."

1 ~The three components of the Azuy established. earlier -- the

A Regular Army, the National Guard of the United States, and the

,Ortniod. •oReerve Corps -- were centinued. The traditional bran.hes

of the Aermye o~ta ald&e ors rsrio npe~S•" ~acts, vere continued, but the Chief of a Technical Service (C~hiefs of .,

I .;., . the Combat Ars had been abolished in 19h2) was not to cotm' diand all

S-, personnel assigned to a branch. Functions perforned by these C)efS e

were to be performed under the authority of the Secretary ot the

j Army and subject to change by hin, not as formerly by virtue of

separate authority vested in them by Congress. The Secretary was t
j" to cause budge•i•, accounting, proress, and statistical reporting

to be . "•duoted in a manner consistent with operations of the Office

I tof the Comptroller of the Department of Defense, which "eant in

S!practice that separate Technical Service budgets would be abolished.
•• 5

The powers gra.kted the Secretary of the Army under the act thus

@ f provided a mechanism for substantial change within the department

without reliance on either Congressional legislation or %L.e Presi-

SI dentts war powers. These powers wtre usod to make certain rearrange-
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eants in Mwe Aray Staff and modifications In~ procedure In 1950,

(3)Thetietlte@ of the two Depuaty Chiefs of Staff weres changed and IA
their functions rearranged; the Army Comptroller was elevated to the

*rank of a third deputy Wit withof t the official title. These thred

ibaoffces wec to at for the Ch si f of Staff and the Vice Chfeo Inw

c"harying ot a their esponsibilities, th Deputy Chrief for Plan i and

" Progras cairr"yl'b rolisedobilits for all basic plannnj ,tthr Deputy

Chief for Operations and Admeniatratio i for becution of plane , an d
' ~the Comptroller for review of the officLincy and econeomy of' the Army's

osprareti lns.

ofi(2) These vo P General Staff aarectorate sewae changed to four

G-sections and their heads becaf e Assistant Chiefs of Staff, follow-

Ing the Pershing pattern of the i920is. The Orginization an d Trainint

Directorate was abolished and its peachnne rvfunctione transferred to

G-1, its training functlons to OCAM•

strategic plans Into action, to provide a basis for budgeting,

Sformulation of annual programs, and a syst-4 of review of execution

of these prograr.a, Program ranmgement headed up in the various F

,. sections of tMe General staff.

,':/ (h) Performance budgeting was initiated In accordan•ce with the•T

provisions of the National Security Act Amendments of 1947, wiping
out the Independent budgets of the Technical Services that in some

cases dated back to the Revolution. Ovwrall control of the budget, [
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was vested in the General Staff divisions wider tho supervision of'

the Coptroller and the Secretariat*

7hese changes provided for tighter executive control to be

"exercised Over progranmming, budgeting, and execution through the

mechanism of the General Staff wd curbed some of the traditional

independence of the Technical and Administrative Services. They did

not, however, change the basic commodity organization of the Technical

Services or their existing functions.

These changes were brought about by a variety of influences and
individuals both outside the Army and within it. These influences

all Involved coown concepts - that the basic manaqement practices In
Sthe department niceded improvements so that the cont'of both material

Sand that the control of the departme~nt by the civilian secretariat Ji

- should be soengtreol d

ie. In the meantime, the 1949 Amendments to ti.e National Security Act

' em converted the National Military Establisls|ent into an executive depart-

ment now called the Department of Defense and rL]uced the status of

the De•qartments of the Army, Navy and Air rorce to military deparbtents

, wi thin DOD. The Secretary of Defense was to exercise "direction and

contulol" over them.

, One feature of the amendments that strengthened that direction

S... •ndcontrol and fundamentally affectAIA the organization mid procedures

•t of the Army grew out of the studies of the First Hoover Com.Assion.

K •The Commission sev,!rely criticized the existing budget structure

of the mili tawy uaepirbncnts and urged reorganizing these budgets

II
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loa oswicfu sal or performane bast.* It preopeed that the 8Sears-

taq of Defense should have full intho'ity end cemt•al ever 't'he

preparatioe and etipenditure of tWe deftnsesbudget assuring a clear [1
an direot aceountabilt.V to the President and 'Coermsx through e'

sizigle -3fficlal. Title 1 of the National Security Act Anawwmnts

refl`eetd them svoommendatlo.e. The positicn of 'Cc•plroller was

atalol,,o •d e l !.o Departmez oft Cetense with brcad authority over [,
the financial cpsartion of tUse military eepartauonts. He was to

direct preparatlo• f the :Departrn:t's boet est.nates, including

Iind stitical reporting. Comptroellrs were to be established LI

each of the throe services directly responsible to te service

secretaries and to act wider the general Kaidance *of the Defense

Comptroller'. The new Mh~ Co-.pt~roller, Er. W~ilfread ic~ell, on 17 tFae

19P. establ'Ashed the catestories to be used !n the new perforwancc

budgets, replacing for the Arny the traditional I~chr, cal Sarvice.

oriented classification* with e;it broad furctional categories.

This dewelopemnt, imposed from uteside, was responsible for the new

buod•oting practaces and Ir.fluenced the other chencs tn procedure

Introdced in 1950-52.

Within the Army, a further develojwaent. of the Ikanareont

-• f~~Mvialor.'e earlier orra.nizatioral st~udiles by an outsilde firm, Creasp,.,

?icCormic., and Paoet, pointed in the qame diructicn. The managepnt,,

firit's co;tcluelons, general similar to tk.cs. of the Johnston study, i
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prooed t f ..otiol ".alignment of the Deputy Chiefs of start

and the Comptroller that was carried out In 1950, and in recemedeaU
more "timel7y and realistic controls revealing the progress performance

"" • . saginst planned schedults or against standards of perfcrpmnoo%

Pointed the way to the development of the Army Program Syvtem wder

the aegis of the Oenaral Staff. These were concepts comnu to the

S. world of business mana~ewent, General Somervell's A•P, and the , nagv-

meSnt ofvision of the Coptroller's Office.

The Crosap, 14c.,ormick, and Paget study went Lurther and recom-

.ended the fTnctionalisati.n o! the Technical and Adaiii,•trati•e .

Services. But here again the opposition of the Chiefs of the Tech-

"nical Services. -supported by the Directcr of Logistics (later 0-11),

tlocked the estatlisheent of a truly functional staff below the

1: levels of the Deputies and the Assistant Chiefs of Staff. Gerstral

Fz • J. Lawton Collins, then Chief of Staff, agreed to the changes

recom.anded in Us.e study insofar as they affected the top levels bct"

* rejected the functionalitatlon of the Technical Seirvcas as too dit-

ruptive. Collins felt that the departmental organisation should

'" closely parallel that of field organizations under 1." 101-5 "with

K [which the entire Army I* familiar and which has proven Itself so often."

The Army Reorkanisation Act of 1950 was drawn up in the lignt of

• OcGeral Collins' decisions on the management survey. Its drafting

was largely the work of Lt. Col. George E. Days of the Comptroller's

,:anasetment Divition, but it representWd General Collins' views and

those of the Secrotary of the Army Frank Pace, both of whor, dofended

it before Congress. There was ceonsi.drable criticism in ConCro.as cf

p.
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Othe AnW to lmak Q•nls The 14,chnical Sorvig €lts bi .Ur2Yr" SlowM %he abolition of their statu*or* , r * o tipno But Cgr **l*

in this cgs* Nid, few ahanps in the Arm7 draft, so that t1W w.l'610

reorsanlast/om in 1950 may be considered a product of G fOrM&l orgsi-

gatio adap ting• Itself !',o chan ged conditions ard t o Outside Press ures ,•
for better busnes/g ranagemnt. Fer Vah most part, Individual$ .[;
Involed in brongin about this charge a cted p s part ot the foralt

organization and not as beW i Cos d Ta pontral orfanizational flt
•authority, by thie timectha Secrtary of Def@nse . tp.e r. teO have [i

peayed no significant role in shaping the specific chanee i2 the

Arwy crganisation but his now place in the dmfense set-up led to maniy

of tbp.

'rI,

Ul
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0"1P DINAI T sf ToN ARMY CHANAIHS 19,3-5g

There was no sweeping reorgI, liaetiou of the Department

j of the Army at any single point be .oen 1950 end 1962.

There were, however, cumulative cha gso. between 1953 &ad

1958 that brought about substantial reorganization end

chase* in the departsental app.rstus for direction of the
Army's affairs. These changes involved bats shifts In

• • ~the department's role as a result of Increasing centralize- |

tion of power in the Office Secretary of Defense and lu•-ral ,

I. changes within the department Itself.

At the higher level, President Eisenhuwer's Reorganiza-tion Plan No. 6 in 1953 abolished several of the boards set

. up under the National Security Act of 1947 and vested their

functions in Assistant Secretaries of Defense. In an'•additional mtaIjr* tc emphasize civilian control over the

department, executive agencies for unified commanar.J' :e

shifted from the service Chiefs of Staff to the departmental

.1 secretaries. Amendments to the National Security Act In

1958 further centralized power in the hands of the Secretary

of Defense. The military departments were removed from
* • the operational chain of command and the exetutive agcncy

system abolished. The new chain of commnnd ran from the

Ptesldent and the Secretary of Defense titrough the JCS to
the unified commands. The departments were now to be
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'elyorlaned" but not "separately adminhistred.0 i

A Defensoe Directornt of Research and Development w&s set

up to supervise the research and development programs of

all the %erv~ce~s By an amendment introduced on the fluor

of the House, the McCormack-Curtti Amendment, the Secretary

of Defense was empowered tc provide for the carrying out of

any supply and service activity common to more than one

military department "by asincle tgency or such other
organizations! ontities as he deems appropriate."*

The ns t effect of these chaneso van to leave 1he

De(artment of the Army responsible frorganizeid , o aiancld .
equipping, supplying, and administering, ground forces but

to transfer ell st•tatrfic and tacntcal direction fo the vC

-and the ueifed commands. Internal adjustments within the

departyeftfsmeFnwhile, n ncluded the followisn principal

changes betwel n 195R Fnd 1957: cc

(1) The Army Secrltariat was reorgankned to Include

an Under Secretary; four Assistant Se rCtaries -- for Civil
and

Military Affairs, Financial oanauemcnt, Lormstics.lanpowdr,

S~Personnel and Reserve Forces respectively;-& Director of

Research and Development with the rank but not the title of

an Assistant Secretary; a Cý;neral Counsel, Chief of

Legislative Liaison. Chief of Public Information* and an

Administrative Assistant.
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• •' '•*i• 'O(2) The Army General Staff was reorganixod to provide "

for three Deputy Chiefeof Staff with a Chief of Research

and Development and the Army Comptroller als f deputy

rank, tvo Assistant Chiefs of Staff, one for intelligence

S(ACS!) and oiie for Reserve Components (ACSRC). First G-4

avs made Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG)

I sand given command authority over the Technical Services

S' '•ncludlng their personnel and funds. Then stmff responsi-

7 - d•,ilicies for research and development, scattered among various .

staf sctinswer cosoldaed nde aChief of Rs~earch

&ad Development. Finally the offIces of G-I and Q-3 were

abolished and their functions and personnel combined with 4.

those of the Deputy Chief of Staff'tor Operations and

A~ministration and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans to .

form two new offices of the Deputy Chief of Staff for

Personnel (DCSPER) and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Opera-

7tonr (DCSOPS) respectively. G-2 was changed to ACSI and

.. ., ACSRC created. Most of the Special Staff sectiona other thzu

the Chiefs of the Technical Services were grouped under DCSPER

•r .and DCSOPS.

(3) The Office of the Chief of Staff was reorganized

to make the Vize Chief of Skaff responsible for effective

sdministration and management of tho Army Staff. The five K.

* .• d~puty level officers were delegated substarntial authority

ri



"to take final Army staff action on matters in their

respective areas mot requiring the personal attention of

the Vice Chief.

(4) The U. S. Continental Army Command (USCONAIC) vas

established absorbing the trairin, and combat development

functions formerly performed by OCAFF. USCONA1t• was assigned

additional command and admnlustrative responsibilities

including direct control of the CONUS armies and the Military

District of Washington. but the Technical Services concurreatly

gained greater control of their Close II iastallatiemu. L

(5) The Secretary of Defense created single uanagersb•ps

* for specific types of common supplies and s$Ttcoe for

the entire DOD beginning with food, clothing, medical supplies,

and land transportation in 1956. The Secretary of the Army

wao designated single nanager for food, clothing, and land

transportation; and he delegated his operating responsibili-

ties for the single managerships to the Chiefs of the

Technical Services handling the specific commodities or "1

I. services concerned. t

, The concepts dictating these changes appear to be%

O() the need to establish a system responsive to the

direction of the SecretaryofDen;(2thnedo
free the Chief of Staff for JCS duties; (3) the need to

provide clear directional authority in the hands of the

Ceneral Staff over both operating staff agentces and
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eoImma og (0 the .ed to give research end development a.

1 ( hrproper pime. Is a period when the development of now weapons

bad become a matter of :reaseoademt importaeace; (5) the

eood to Imcrease offleomey "ad esonomy and avoid duplica-

-- i Ls servie sead sepply activities.

Thmse chesbeo resulted from both internal and external

S• proesusr.• out the mecheolem of change, insofar as internal

earreagebenmts t the department ware concerned, Involved

the feamliar processes of study,'staffing. and reconciliation

of disagreements vithin the formal organixation.
Who& the President anmounced Reorganization Plan No.

W6 6i in 1953 he declared that "improvements are badly needed

In the Departments of the Army, Navy, aid Air Force." By

instructions from the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary

of the Army established an Advisory Committee on Army

"Organization htaded by Paul L. Davies. Vice-Prerident of

the Food Machinery and Chemical Corporation. The committee

used a civilian staff furnished by McKinsey & Co., a Chicago

management firm. The Davies Committee recommenito reducing

the number of agencies r2porting directly to the Chief of

Staff, the creation of a training command, and, in the

supply area, creation of a Vice Chief of Staff for Supply,

a supply command, and elimination of the division of

responsibility between the CONUS Armies and the Technical

Services for operation of Class 1I installationa.

4000
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"The committee did not, as previous study groups bad.

recommend the functionalization of the Technical Services

S~~but only the aa~~db••of closer control over their •

activities. "Coordination of the development, procurement,

mnd distributiou of an Itam io a more meaningful basis for

organization." It concluded, ". . . than specialization in

each function." Nor did the committee want to separate'

responsibility for research and development from that for U
procurement, reflecting in this case as In its opposition

to functionalization an Ordnance viewpoint since most of

its members had in one way or another been connected with

the Army's Ordnance Corps.
The committee also recomumeded closer alignment of

fiscal responsibility with the organizational structure

and the establishment of a civilian assistant-secretary for " [

financial management. It stressed the need for the Army

Staff to g&t out of operations, something the Patch-Simpson

Board a decade earlier had insisted could not be done. I

The proposal that net the strongest opposition within

the Army, creating a supply commando involved this principle. 1
Lt. Cen. Williston B. Palmer, who had recently become G-4,

turned the committee proposals upside down and proposed [J

instead that 0-4 be transformed Into DCSLOG with command as

wall as staff authority over the Technical Services.

,3.
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Pslmer's argument was the same that Somervell used in

World War II. that in the logistics area staff and command

functions could not be separated. Palmer's view prevailed

with the Chief of Staff asd the Secretary and on 8 September

1954 G-4 was transformed into DCSLOG with the functions

I IPalmer had asked. The Davie* Committee recommendation tor!
create a training command was carried out shortly afterward

with the creation of USCONARC. A subsequent rearrangement

cleared up such of the confusion existing about Class 1I

installations under the Technical Services by removing the

CONUS Armies' functions in providing for their housekeeping I

and placing them completely under the Technical Services,

in effect as part of ti.e DCSLOG "command." ,

Meanwhile, pressures mounted from civilian scientistb
7V.,

within the Army, the scientific community outside .represented

on the Army's Scientific Advisory Pane&, and the Congress

ibo; •.for a higher place for research anti devel.e.ment within the

military or'anization. The first step toward meeting l

these pressures involved the creation in 195L of the

position of Chief 3f Research and aevelopment under the

{
Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans (whose position was renamed

Plans and Research). Research and development functions

scattered among G-1, G-3. and DCSLOG' were transferred to

this office but the marriage of plans and research did
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not prove to be a happy one. In September 1955 the verdict

of the Devies Committee Was reversed and the Chief of

Research and Development was gives a deputy rank on the

Army Staff though not the title because of the statutory

limitation on the number of deputies. While the Chief of

Keseareh and Development was empowered to act in the name

of the Chief of Staff and had a direct channel to the

Technical Services, his ability to direct their protrams

vis hampered by the fact that DCSLOG controlled their :.

personnel, budgets, and facilities. The creation of the

new post on the staff was followed, in November 1955, by the

establishment of the position of Director of Research

with a rank, but without th* title, of an Assistant Secretary

t of the Army.

The obvious imbalance at the General Staff level led in- L " "

January 1956 to the further reorganization in which G-1 and

G-3 were abolished and DCSPER and DCSOPS established, making

a total of five deputies exercising functions in their [44
respective areas in the name of the Chief of Staff.

The changes of 1954-56 in the departmental staff then

* were the prot.ict of many influences, one of the most notable

the need to provide a better system for controlling

development of new weapons, the other tha need to establish

* firmer control over the Technical Services. If any one

43I
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personality dictated thee. changes It was General Palmer

with his concept of DCSLOG as a staff and a command,

rather than the members of the Davies Committee. Palme* 8
tv Ionpts, however, were *@dlfi*d *1 04. fxvasyý.

farose from other souress to *.
7w'7 'Ln41G_

development staff, something thart D4CS110
weakening the central control over the' entire logistics

*structure that It aspired to exercise.- In any case,, the

changes resulted from the normal workings of the Internal

I staff processes of the department and the Army Organization

Act of 1950 provided a sufficient mechanisn to make these

I changes possible by order of the Secretary of the Army except

insofar as it limited the number of Deputy Chiefs Of Staff

I and Assistant Secretaries.

system was almost entirely a product of outside pressures.

* I Various investigating committees of Congress continually

criticized the duplication and waste involved In the

V separate supply and service systems of the military

departments. The Second Hoover commission In 1955

recommended as a remedy the establishment of a separate

civilian-managed agency, reporting to the Secretary of

This recommendation was opposed both by the Secretary of
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WIl
Defense and tbh military departments on the grounds thatS a civlion-mao•taed system could not be rosponsivc to

military need. lut It prodded the Defense establishment

Into seeking some otlier remedy for duplication and this

remedy vas conceived to be the single manager system. [V

SX1. THE MCNAMARA REUP'WAN1ZATION - 1961-63 rp
As part of a general program to streamline the organi- r.

zation of DOD, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara in 9;

1961 initiated the first major reorganLzation of the

Department of the Army since 1946. The basic reorganiza-

tion plan for the Army was produced uqder Project 80. but

it was significantly affected by Project 100 that led to

the creation of the Defense Supply Agency (DSA). The

reorganization involved the practical abolition of the

headquarters of the Technical Services -- the Offices of

the Surgeon General and the Chief of Engineers excepted -- L
and the parcelling' out of their functionn, personnel, and

installations siong skveral nev agencies.

DSA, operating directly undpr the Secretary of Defense,

and designed to centralize performance of common supply and

service functions, took over the single managerships and other L

similar functions, affecting primarily the Quartermaster

Corps. The Project 80 reorganization provided for two new

85
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major CONMO commands on the same level with CONAIC, the

Army Material Command (AMC) and the Combat Developments

Command (CDC). AMC was made responsible for research and

development, productiom,-supply

functions in the United States, CDC for the development of

combat doctrine, and all individual and unit training was 3
,.5 conwolidated under C0NARC. The Technical Services thus

i •- lost their materiel functions to AMC. their training functious I
to CONAkC, and their funcLions In .the formulation of doctrine

to CDC. A nov centralived Office of Personnel Operations

(OPO) was established under the supervision of DCSPER to

take over military personnel functions formerly performed

by both the Adjutant General and the Technical Services. V

Technical Service headquarters civilian personnel functions 1"

Sywere assigned to the Civilian Personnel Division of the Chief

of Staff's Office.

The field commands and activities of the Technical 1
Services were regrouped Into five commodity type commands

and two functional commands under AMC. The commodity

SU commonds - Weapons Command, Munitions Command, Mobility

Command, Missile Command, and Electronics Command carried

S: [j out research and development, pyoduction and procurement.

and exercised Integrated commodity management wichin their I.
S'Lirespective spheres. A Supply and Maintenance Command was

86 I
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charged with operation eg wholesale supply, maintenance,

and distribution activIti.* for the Army, and a Teat aid

Rvaluation Command combined test 4and evaluation functions

for new equipment formerly performed by the Technical U--
Services and CONARC boards. Thirty separate field installs- -j .

tions also reported dArectly to A.NC, including several

research laboratories and eleven procurement districts.

The development of approximately 3C critical weapons systems r
were removed from normal channels of command and placed under -i
project managers, most of whom also reported directly :o rhe

Commandiun General, AMC.

In the initial reorganization under Project 80, the

Offices of the Chiaf of Ordnance and the Chemical Warfare

Services were abolished and their staff functions transferred

to DCSLOG. Residual Quartermaster functions, not transferred [ "

to DSA, were entrusted to a Chief of Support Services under

DCSLOC. Chiefs of the Transportatlon and Signal Corps were

* left as special staff agencies, but by 1965 the first had

been absorbed by DCSLOG and the second by DCSOPS. Of the

old Technical Service Headquarters, only the Surgeon General

and the Chief of Engineers remained.

The basic structire of the Department of the Army [1 )

General Staff was not initially affected by Project 60.

but one of its goals was to divorce that staff from [j j

vILU!
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operations to the maximum extent possible, returmieg to

the principle of the 1942 reorganization. Thq principal

impact was a reduction in size with the cuts heaviest In

OCRD and DCSLOG where identifiable operating fu•cclonas

vere transferred to the field. In the case of DCSPEI•,

*7, the situation was reversed, on account of the assignment

of oPO and TAGO as operating agencies under it. However,

I a net reduction In the Army Staff from 13,700 to 10,504)

was achieved.

Subeaquently, Secretary McNamara directed a further

Sstudy of the Army Staff with a view to speeding its

decision-making processes and reducing its six* by another

1 15 per cent. As a result of project 39a. DCSOPS was split

and staff s-upervislon' over the raising and training of the

. Army transferred to an Assistant Chief of Staff for Force

Development (ACSFOR), along lines recommended in Project 80

I but rcjected at the time by the General Staff. To accelerate

S I decision-making within the General Staff a Staff Action

Control Office was added to the Office of the Chief of Staff.

The Army Staff was further reduced from 10.500 to 8,500 by

the end of 1963.

i The Projvct 80 reorganisation Involved two mala

concepts -- first, that the Army Staff should not operate,

"a reversal of the Patch-Simpoon Board verdict of 19461 and

so!
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second, that the whole Army otructure should be "functional."

Neither of these toncepts wVer now. The doctrine of *.

"functionallsation" had dominated the thirking of Industrial

managers and public administrators since World War 11. The

previous decade within the Department of Defense had been .4

erne of gradual "funecionalination." and within the Army

the Comptroller's Office had promoted the concept since

1948. ,

The Technical Services had been the tarSe' of reformers

since the time of General Somervell, but all previous tl

attempts to abolish them had failed. The effort was

successful in 1962 mainly because their positions had

already been severely eroded by creeping functionalization

in the 1950's and because Secretary McIamara developed

the techniques and showed the determination to carry

through a fundamental reorganization. In broader perspective,

however, the reorganisation was an attempt to adapt the

Army to the vast changes in weapons and in the Defense'

environment that had come about in the 1950's.

Secretary Mc~emare's technique involved the creation

of ad hoc committees to examina particular problem areas.

Each particular study wea given a project number. The

projects involving orSanisation and management were

asaibned to Cyrus Vance, Ceneral Couniel of the DOD.
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Io- .. .- ,- ,.,. -. ,-.,., - - . 4and under him to a Director of Organizational and

.1 tanegement Planning. a new office under Solis Norowits.

Vance and Horowitz asked the Secretary of the Army.

hlvis Stahr, to make the Project 80 study, citing the need

Sfor a no examination of many questions relating to the

Armyts organizational structure. The Chief of Staff,

Ceneral Geor;e R. Decker, personally selected Mr. d.onavd
Hoelscher, Deputy Comptroller of the Army for nearly a

~1IJdecade, to head the Project 80 Study Croup and he g~ve

him lacitude to make wh~atever recommendations he saw fit

within broad guidelines furnished by Mr. Vance. Hoelscher

J formed a committee of 60 Army officers and civilicus

,hIche divided into subgroups, each assigned the study |"

of'a particular Army function. The Hoelsecher Committee.

* •betveen April and October 1961, produced the most thorough

and detailed internal study of Army organization and

management t. at had var been made.

i •LThe Hoelocier Committee report was submitted to the

"" Secretary of the 4.-ry an 5 October 1961 and to Mr. Vance

a, and the Secretary 6" Defense on 16 October 1961 before

the Army Staff and Sccrit~rlat had arrived at their own

" I official position on it. On 14 October General Decker

I:. appointed a commictee of senior officers headed by

Lt. Gen. David Traub, the Army Comptrolier, to study the

Hoelscher report and recormend a General Staff position.
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At the same time Ceneral Staff Agencies vereaened

the task of developing recommbndations on the structures 44

of the three functional commands envisaged by the

Hoelscher Committee. As in the case of the 1942

1K I reorganization, the Technical Services,. the agencies

Smost vitally affected, were not formally consulted at

I this point though they learned of the plan through

contacts with DCSLOG.

Secretary McNamara did not want the reorganization

delayed by the usual round of staff concurrences and S

went to work immediately with his own investigations.

centering on the new Army Materiel Command. He indicated

quite clearly he would accept no solution that did not [

abolish the Technical Services, and personally adjusted

the setup of the AMC subcommands. The Traub Committee,

almost of necessity, concentrated on other aspects cf the

reorganization and developed some modifications in the

Hoelscher Committee recommendations, particularly with

regard to the Army StAff. The final Traub Committee U

report to the Chief of Staff accepted the general concepts

of the Hoelscher Committee atid embodied the AHC organize-

tLon developed in consultation with Mr. HcNamara.

Another Influeuce brought to bear at this point was

that of Ceneral Maxwell Taylor. former Army Chief of Staff I.

911
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an persona mltary adviser to /'resi-dent Kennedy.

"1 t
' . I concept of the reorganization. and Taylor raised many '
J' • questions particularly relating to the reactions of the .
'- Technical Service Chief*. As a result Mr. McNamara :

• • sssambled them on 8 Decembear 1961 and told then that he "

; was Interested In their comments but that he had already

"" Idecided to recommend the reorganization to the President.•

• •.. After listening to their remarks -- their major objections,.

! . vwere to the loss of military officer personnel career •
;• "•" Imanagement and technical training functions -- Mr. Mc~amara ,''

• stted he hoped the chiefs would not wveaken the Defes

• establishment by Indulging in public controversy over the

, -reorganization. And In fact they did not.

F,.

:•:'on 10 December Secretary of the Army Stahr presented

. •. the plan as modified by the Traub Committee to Mr. Mc~amara,

• 4. explaining tý,At it locked "unanimous concurrence by all

; ",." [consulted," but that i represented the "considered views"
S'"i.of the chief of Staff, himself, and the great majority of

.those who had partic-p~ted in the tudy. After further

. ! i •." brieftn!,, I •,rlTayll.!', who raised no formal objection.
a"dthe S rcsonl of Dmfear e laid the plan before President

oennep, ofennedy approvtd on .,6 January 1962 and submitted

the ptinan to Congress unt•er the provisions of the
; IthcCormcn.e-e9rt1 aAndndtent to the N.tional'Security Act
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in 1958. Under these provisions any realignment of

functions to increase efficiency and economy would take T
effect unless disapproved by Congress in 30 days.

Congress did not object.

Once the President had submitted his decisions to

Congress, carrying out the reorganization became the

function of a DA Reorganization Project Office (DARPO)

created under the Comptroller of the Army. with a

Planning Council on which the c,nmander-designates of tho

new commands. 010. and of CONARC were represented.

DARPO was reminiscent of General -McNarney's executive
. €committee In 1942. but It Intended to proceed nuch more

deliberately with a gradual transition. However,

Mr. McNamara intervened to sp*ed up the whole process so

as to place the new organization in full effect on 1 August

1962.

The effort to make DARPO a permanent part of the

Comptroller's Office responsible for recommending changes

in the Army's organization and managcment failed. Am a J
• I ~subordinate agency within a co-equal General Staff division r

it had created resentment among the Ceneral Staff end was

phased out of existence in September 1962. Project 39a

was monitored by the Staff Management Branch , the Office

Sof the Chi9f of Staff,
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the major Iapetus for raorganis~tion of the Army In"!.

1962 came then from the Secretary of Defense. represotintl a

the central ortanixation authority. There was, nevertheless,

within the Army itself sufficient appreciation of the need

• U for change to lead to a searching self-exanination and

specific rocommandations as to the lines the change should

take. The Hoelscher Committee, the Traub Committee. and

j -DARPO, the internal mechanisms of change in this instance.

were specially creeatd bodies, but their members were drawn

": •I= from the formal organization. A iInthe 1942 reorganization,

the voices of disagreement weri largely silenced by prose-

S~dures that by-passed the formal staffing processes with .,•

all their inherent delay. For this too, the Secretary of

Defense.was largely responsible. In the legal sense, the

provisions of the national security legislation of 1955

I" provided a mechanism of change.

• I in terns of military education, one aspect of the

change was the placing of a major portion of the Army's

schools under one authority -- CONARC. However, the central

feature of the reorganization was a broader one, the virtual

St abolition of the Technical Services and the establishment

of functional commands to replace them. There seems noI vital relationship between military education and this

development. Certainly the cumulative pressures from

outside the military over the years for organizational
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" reform played some role in leading to these 4haaege in

1962, but at the Particular time Lhey were carried out II
the Iapetus came not from outside the DGD. but from

within It. U

'1~
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* K~~VOUIATION OF 1713 o~1GwMZATION 01' THZ

DEPABTNENT 0P THE NAVY

20 February 1970
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EVOLUTION OF THE ORGANIZATION OF THE DIpAR1tlIT OF TIW NAVY --

Functionally, arganisationally, end geographically the naval estab-'

lishment has from practically the beginning of the Federal government J.

under the Constitution consi/sted of three pairts: the Navy Department L

at the lieat of government In Wpshington, the Sho.ie Establishent, and

the Operating forces.

Almost from its establishme~nt to May 1966, the Department operated r

under a bilinear form of organiat~aion which resulted in two lines; of ,.

control being utilized by the Secretary of the Navy. One of thes~e lines; .

that of "military command," wras primprily concerned with training and r

developing the capabilities cadK readiness of military forces;; planning- •

and determ•n•ng their support requirements; and military admin•stration I-

of the Department. The other line. that of "business administration,"

wes primarily concerned with providing the equipment, material, trained

personnel. and services necessary to meet the support requirements of .

naval forces; and the management of the efforts of the Department in

meeting these requirements.

Since the early part of the twentieth century, the Chief of Naval

Operations, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps have been responsible, L
under the Secretary, for all matters relating to military command. Until

1966, under the direction of the Under Secretary and the Assistant

Secretaries of the Navy, thu chiefs of the bureaus were responsible for [j

all matters related to business administration.

With respect to support as -elated to the bilinear organization,

the Chief of Naval Operations end the Coauandant of the Marine Corps, as u
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the military chieft of the Sopartmeot were viewed as representint the

1unmreh of son, material and services. Nonee, t'mey were respon-

sible for planntng the reqairements for support In terms of whet was

needed, when it wes needed, and where It was needed. In contrast, the

Boreaus and their field aetivities In various oraaninetional combin-
aLions under the direction of he Under Secretary and Assistant ecret-

"aries, were viewed as representing the "producers" of this support and

"e* mecting support requirements. This "ounsumsr-prmadcer" relationship

was the basis for the assienment of responsibflities under the billnear ,

In 1962 six Bureaus represented the producer effort: the Bureau of

"Naval rresonnel; Bureau of Medicine and Surg*ry; Bureau of Yards and

Dftksl Bureau of Supplies and Accounts; Bureau of Shipq; and the Bureau

of Naval Weapons. In 1963 the material bureaus, t.e., the Bureau of Yards

and Ducks, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, Bureau of Ships, and Bureau

of Naval Deapons .were placed under the command of the Chief of Naval

Material. The bilinear organiuation was tetained. The Chief of Naval

ad Operations and now the Chief of Naval Material, as well as the Bureau of

N•val Personnel aend the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, each reported

directly to the Secretary.

In 1966 a untlinegg form of orgenisation was adopted. The Chief of

Navel Material. with his total producer effort, along with the Bureau of

Naval Personnel and the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery were placed under

t- •! the command o*f the Chief of Naval Operations. Thus., the user effort

and the producer effort for the first time were combined under a common

71 superior below the Secretary: the Chief of Naval Operations.
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IEtgbiestmbnt and Early Evolution of the Deuertment (1773.015)

The Department of the Navy came into being in the early peat of
17941, and the 148rise Corps was added a faw months later. The May'y of i

the American Revolution had, by then, completely disappeared, as its

last ship had been sold in 1785. The Marine@ of the Revolution, dating 11
back to 177b, had also disappeared. Wh-n th. Conatitution of the -

Yederal government went into effect in 1789, the War Department was

charged with the administrattin of both the Army and the Navy, but [1
there was no Navy to administer.

Depredations by the Barbary pirates on American shipping in the"L

Mediterranean led Congress in 1794 to authorise the construction of

! • 8six frigates. among then. the Constellation and Co nstitution. The

canstruction program was not pushed vigotously and at onc time was
almost abandoned. When four years later the United States bQcame involved

h et n n o

in & quasi-war with France, the Secretary of War came in for such

criticism due to naval unreadiness. The outcome was the establishn0int
of a separate department, the Department of t•ie Navy, on 30 April L

179", with a "Secretary of the Navy" as its chief officer.

Benjamin Stoddurt, the first Secretary of the Navy, was a ship-

ping man of wide experience who knew the operation and maintenance &
of merchant ships thotoughly. The neture of naval warfare of that

period, together with the mall sioe of the novas establishment, made

administration of the now department a comparatively simple matter

for a man of his wide experience. There were only a few ships in [
service and half a dozen employees to supervise in the Navy Dvpartment []

99 I'
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Itself. Nay.t agents in the princir,.1 s*aports from Maine to Georgia

handled the Navy's business in the field.

The Scretary of thes javy's job in the early days was tn arrange

Sfor ships, their o.ficers (crees were enlisted luoslly), and their
'l! supplies. He gave general instructions as to the mi~sLsin to be

performed and then, because of poor comunications facilities, had to

leave the rest to squadron caimnnders or %o the comeatding officers of
f•• ships operating singly. .

aThe ra of 1812 led to the first change W, Navy organizatlon.

AThere was much criticism of the Navy's unpreparedness for that .at and
, .Iii of the fact that the law nade no provesisot for professionql assistants

N; or advisors to the Secretary of the Navy. The war, when it came,

resulted In a considerat.. increase in the slatu of the Navy and its

( [ iore eatablishment. The experience of the war and the six* of the

Navy indicated very definitely that Lhb Secretary of tne Navy needed j
more assistance than was authorised by law, and especially that he needed

the help of professional naval officers. Until 1815, administration of

the Department was entirely in the hands of civilian appointees. Ibval

Officers served at sea.

The organsatit.m of the Department during this period (1775-1I8S)

"do was clean.cut and simple. The Secretary of the Navy exercised direct

1ý c.'otrol over the Navy Department and Shore Establishment and such

Lcontrol as existing cowmunications permitted over the Operating Forces.

9O trd of Navy Cc nlsslonors (111)3.1842)

Much study was made of the Secretary's need for professional

assistance and many rocommendations wero made to correct the situaldon,
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which had bece-e unsatisfactory to Congress, to the Secretary o tkA

Nayv end to professlcivr. nval offeiers. lbo outcome was a io passed

under date of Febirary 7, 1815 "t. alter and amend the several acts

establishing a Navy Department jy adding thereto a board of Navy

Comiassioners," weldch 4&s to consist of three neutor naval offieers.

Under the Secretary of the Navy, the board of Tavy Commirsanan&r wae to

"discharse all the ministerial duties of s"id office. relative to the

procuroeent of na'.,el store& and matorlalm and the construction, armament,

equipment, and amployment of vessels of war as well as *l other matters

:onnected with. the navel establishment of the United Ctatos." The 7 law

presctibed that nothing in the Act was to be construed "to take from the

Secretary of thw Navy his control and direccion cf the naval forces of j

the Uaittd States, as now by law po-sessed."

The Commitsioners held their first meeting on April 25, k8lS and

ulthin a month lasehed with Secretary of the Nayv Crowninehl,1d over

their respective spher'es of duty, the specific quastion being whether

the Secretary was obliged to communicate to the Coamissioners "the

destination of a squadron." The disagreement was settled by Precident

Madison who decided that tLa Comunissioners hvere to handle matter such

as the buildin, repairing, and equipping of ships and the superintending

of navy yards, but that miliLary functions were to remain in the hands

of the Secretary of the Navy. In other words, the responsibilities of

the Secretory of thu Navy were to Iit principally in the fieid of naval

command; chose of the Navy Commissioners principally in the field of

logistl-s. This concept would come full citcle in 1913.

Ez,-.*pt for the establishment of the Board of Navy Caosls~ionere,
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S•~~he bastec ~rp~nisacLon of the previousl period (1775-181)S was left

; "l untou'had. Tito significant dqqvslotment during this period was the

SI e-oergorcu of thu coateapt that rexponsibility for support, of the fleet

S~could be kept sasrt from• responsibility f•or fleet operations. Ait~e"

,•' ~appears to come as Lho firstl indication of the developm~ent of a1

kt. billneer form of organltistOn within the lspart."ntg
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Abrience 21 the Bureau Sy1em (1142- 1909)

By 1842 dramatic advances were being made in such things an [J
ordnance, design-rifled guns, explosive shells, breech-loading guns, and

rotary mounts. The Navy now had in its fleet two steam men-of-war and a [
steel hull steam frigate. Technology had begun Lo exert an influence on

the Department of the Navy which was to result in the establishment of

what some have called the Navy Bureau Systm. L.
Recognizing the magnitude of the Navy's Luchnical and Matlerial

problems, the Congress established a Bureau system with five individual

Bureaus under the Secretary, each identified wiLh a specific task. Thse

Buieaus -- Yards and Docks; Construction, Equipment end Repair@;r'

Provisions and Clothing; Ordnance and Hydrography; and Medicine and

Surgery .- had their duties documented in the Na.vy Regulations of 1842

as follows:

"The business of the Department of the Navy shall be distri-
buted among the Bureaus in such a manner as the Secretary of

the Navy shall judge tu be expedient and proper." wa"

For the ensuing 15 years, the "business" of the Departmentwa
.14

* •onducted, as was prcscribed by Navy Regulations, through or by the Bureaus,

while flout operations and personnel matters were handled by the Secretary's

office directly, thus preserving the general bilinear arrangement which had

emerged 25 years before.

However, as the Civil War approached, and with It the probloms of []
expansion, the Secretary found himself in need of further advice and staf.fIisupport o

As a result, Gideon Welles, as Secretary of the Navy, did four things:

(1) ho increased the number of Bureaus to eight, (2) he established a set [I I
103[J-
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of boards to advise him directly on specific matter's, (3) he appointed

a Solicitor (Judge Advocate), and (4). he obtained an Assistant Secretary.

The eight Bureaus were: Yards and Docks; Navigation; Ordnance;

Construction and Repair; Steam Engineering; Provisions and Clothing;
7.,

Medicine and Surrgery; and Equipment and Recruiting.

t With one exception, the increase in the number of Bureaus repre-

. "se.'d only a further subdivision of the technical cognizance established

in the earlier Bureaus. The Bureau of Equipment and Recruiting, however,
was now assigned cognizance over all enlisted personnel matters, hereto- ,
"fore the exclusive province of the Secretary. Thus, In 1862, the present

Bureau of Naval Personnel had its origin.

S.The purpose of the special boards established by Secretary Welles was

' -, to consider some of the many technical problems facing the Department.

S"~They were concerned with areas such as "scienco and inventiont.1" "harbors, .

' "plans for new vessels," e:td "strategy."

The new Solicitor was to advise the Secretary on legal and discip-

linar> matters; and the new Assistant Secretary was to assist the Secrecary

by exercising coordination over the BDireaus.

SThis wAs tho organization under which the Union Navy fought thL. Civil

War and under which the Department of the Navy operated for the ensuing

20 ye~rs. During this latter period, the Department experienced but one

major interAl shift of authority, namely, the assignment of additional

responsibilities to the Bureau of Navigation.

The Bureau of Navigation, In its original form, was established

primarily to handle technical matterm related to hydrography and related
b-J

sciences. However, following the war, the task of officer detail vas
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passed from the Secretary's office to this Bureau. At few years later.

cognizance of enlisted personnel was transferred from the Bureau of

Equipment and lacruiting to the Bureau of Navlgatlon, In 1682, when a1•

+ 0Chief of Naval Intelligence eas established, his office, too, was placed

In this Bureau. !nally, in 1554, the Secretary banded over the task of

' directing ship movements to the Bureau of Navigation.

These acts, as is clearly evident, assigned to the Bureau of Navig-

ation cognizance over both technical and operational matters. This

brought about a troublesome Imbalalnce In the organiation and operation

of the Navy Department and gave rise to a series of efforts designed to

create a countervailing force which would unseat the Bureau of Navigation

from its overdominant position. Principal among these was a powerful 16

movement to reorganize thme Department along lines then being popularizad j
in e rmany. i'
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Genera Staff ad fthuNal Aide System (199-1915)

During the closing years ot the 19th century. cntn opan

was heard in the Department of the Navy that: (1) the Secretary of the

Navy was Incapable of personally coordinating the activities of the
Department due to their extent and complexity and thus required a mill-

Li tary staff agency interposed between himself and the bureaus; and (2)

the Navy Department had no adequate means of developing war plans and

of assoring the Secretary that the float was in fact prepared for war.

k i These defects, It was allegood, would q~uickly be eliminated by the

asthlihmet o a eneal taf. Tus t ws tata series ofprosl

"Boar of dmirlty"or'Board of Survey." finally, in 1909, it was

proosd ha th CnealBoard ofteNv -heretofore an advisory

boy- b lco naposition ofsafpreeminence, with the President

of the Board serving as a Naval Chief of Staff. The Secretary of the

Navy, TrmnNwer.briefly put this plan into effect. Meanwhile, the

Inenit f heaittinfor esalsigaCifof Staff organization

Inth Dpaten o teNavy, buha a eenlbon adopted by the

. I ..... o.nd..L..:;:..by...h..of..to..of.........th a .t.tle....u.....the

Amycaued he mttetoccme directly to the attention of President

Thedor Rosevltwhoconene a oar toInqireinto the problem.

The oar sumited o th Prsidnt reorton the fundamental

prnile forganization of th eprmet ssountially, the board

fon tha th1uis.1teSertr of t hNayfell into two distinct

,+' " ' • ' I •' .... .. ,..-..' + . . . . . . . . . " : - + " . .

, Ir tifndut NvI i ds andtm1991l proviing ll o

I Navy ta ~~pbe o• meso aly waorandtn (2) mciitar uies relatb n

Deareplometd e nt o ftei e htien mons Thmp eiy bard obusreqrved tht "tis +'

• ,+ /*•106
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conditiOn necessitated a subdivision of duties ... through a medium

of responsible subordinates ... ,O and ... "In this subdivision, the

principle of undivided responsibility, within the appointed field of

subordinate supervision, should obtain."

Shortly following the submission of the bohrd's reporto and beforq

any action could ensue, the national administration changed, and with it 4

• ~the Secretary of the Navy. The new Secretary, George von L. Mayor, L

promptly abolished Secretary New~berry, s general staff type organization

and convened a committee on organization of his own which. being unable

to reach any. agreement, was followLd in rapid succession by two more

boards convened for the same Ipurpose.

The combined counsel of these boards induced Secretary Heyer to

conclude that, without in any vay disturbing the system of Bureaus, he
"required the services of four Naval Aides .- senior officers to advisehim pe•sonally on matters concerning opera tional personnel. material, and :

KInspection. He desired these of.lcert

as an executive staff. Accordingly, he preceded the designation of these L

Naval Aides by seeking the opinion of the Attorney General on the legal

scope of the authority which might be assigned them. The Attorney General L.

said that[

"It is unquistionable that Congress has intended that the admin.
istration of affairs in the Navy should be through Lh, bureauscreated by the statutes ... (Further) The work of the NavyDepartment may be grouped under general divisions, each of which
may include different Bureaus; and in each division the Secre-
tary of the Navy may detail an officer of the Navy as an $aide' r$to advise the Secretary on all m.tters pertaining to the duties Uof the division and to transmit orders of the Secretary to the
various chiefs of Bureaus and to other subordinates of thedepartment, signing such order 'by direction of the Secretary of
the Navy'. However, such aides cannot, Individually or
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6 olleatively, exeroiee any SuIervimory 'etbority over the
chief$ of sureaus. That is the esclusive province of the

El Scretary and cannot be delegated by him...

Seretary Mayer appointed the four Navel Aides to serve as advisors,.

Thus 'the general staff idea, given a thorouh examination and even for a

brief time tested. wes rejected. I

$I
108

1$I

, ' I

; •

•i l0g



• 0.

One critt'utl ares of depart mom t direction re•Atood •nq~e~l' •, .~,"."

provided for. It had to do with the readiness of the rivet, its trfalnf, ,t.s

F. .

and pretparation of plans for its smplo•utnt I* war.: "

y 1912 advances In ordnance and fire toatrol. the emergence of the

submarinean as practical weapon, and most of all, vast improvements In

communications had made naval wrfatter most complex In torso of planning.•

training, and execution-

Secretary ?Wyer considered the Naval Aide System satisfaectory, but
was unable to obtain statutory duthoi retion for it fnem Coqaass.ly 4

Joseph Daniels. wten he became ctretaery o f the Navy In 1913, did not

like the system and allowed the Naval Aides for Personnel and Inspections ii

to be detached r ithout reliefs. r i retained the Naval Aide for Operations[

RAM Bradley A flake. on the r dvice of Admiral Dotyo, the Chairman of the

S General Board. Fluke subsequently made an effort to obtain statutory ,;

sauthorization e r his office. w onresenmost ofmlld Pt. mrob em e himnslf a
ominer officer In the Construction Corps ocpthe Navy and a herm of the _

Spanish-American eer, et the request oi flake. and with the unanmouso

approval of the House Naval Afafair Committee, Incorporated the taillswing

provision in the Naval Appropriation Bl, pend in s In sarch 191t: .
sther nabe to ota Chief of Naval Operations (CfO) w shall f e an officnrre

on the derive list of the Navy not below the greds of a Rear Admiral,appointed for a term of four years by the forPredent by and with the advice

of the Snate, who under the Secretary of the Navy shall be responstole [I
for the readiness of the Navy for anr and he charged with its teneral
direction.f The provision tas. hoSever, promptly stricken from the bill In

for he eadnessof he avy or ar nd h chrge wit it geera

diecio."T povsin as 1oweer prmtysriknfo hebl n[

10i



the Nouai ona point of orders' but to altered ferms Noboa." maneuvered

3the rider back Late the bill In tie Sqnat.. It finally passed beth

bosses of Congress OI4 Noreh 1913.

The rider originally prepared by Nobbon and fiske was highly

unpalt able*. to Secrear of th Navy, Danil@ e cs ame*, in his opinius,

it placed toe such power in the hands of the proposed Chief of Naval

-~ Operations. As modifiLed to meet the objections of the Secretary and

passed, the bill read:

lij "There shball be a Chief of Naval Operations who shall be
amofficer on the active list of the Navy appointed by the

President. ... from Among the officers of the line of the *1

years, who shall under the direction of the Secretary of
th aybe charged with the operations of the fleets and

with the preparation and readiness of plans for Its use
-ý In War ..

To be charged merely "with the operations of the fleet, and with

the preparation and readiness of plans for its use In war" was obviously

.~ *' ~ a far cry fr~m Hobson's and fiske's original proposal that the CHO

should be "responsible for the readiness of rhl. Navy for war and be
let charged with Its generel directiou.0 Many offit-'slo felt that the new

*0 office lacked sufficient authority to make it tfective, and particularly

I~~ deplored the fact that the 060 had been given t, direct authority over *

the bureaus.

lowever, In August of 1916, Congress authorized the re~nk and title

~LZ of "Admiral" for the 0H0, and greatly strengthened his authcoeity by

providing that: "All orders Issued by the Chiief of Naval Operations in1 performing the duties assigned his shall be performad under the authority

II of the Secretary of the Navy, and his orders shall be considered as

emanating from the Secretary and shall have full force and effect as such."

p. 110



The ineesao of the aew orgamiatiom was of neceseity lorgely dePdAml s . .

up% th N the ateee of the Mootary . the Navy toward it. aeing that-"

etivliHm otrtelehad net been Impaired, Ueeretary bDanel's early hostility

to the offlee soon chasged to one of wars endorsement. IN, his annual r-

report of 1916, be stated that the new orgaonization jve the department u
"... in eoenection with the ureauA chiefs named by the President, what

naval experts at home and abroad have 4eclared to be the beat naval (1
organitation that human wisdom has devised. While civilian contomi

essential tn a lepublic,'haa been preserves, responsibility has bees [3
placed upon the Chief of Naval Operations amid the chiefs of che Bureaus."

Colossal war had raged in Europe since August 1914. The likelihood

of our being drawn in grow progressively greater and more apparent. [[.
rrtesident Wilson's pacifistic tendencies were being rapidly tran'fotred

sad his Secrta:y of the Navy ardently followed his lead. Mny members

of Confresn and otter officials did likewise. In 1916 uhere came hugae

teval building ptoiram adopted by Congress under aresidential rponorship.

N1n who were to be responsible for eur conduct of the war were begAnnina l

to be ratare.Ad with great reipec and favor. Al. of this substantiallY
helped the vew office of the ClIO to got away to a good start. It tended 0•

to soften fie attitude of Secretary haniels and tho aureau chinos ioatrd

' the CLNO, wa:d .•ntensflied their readiness to cooperate wi th him. Admiral0

f V~.S..•,ew*o w&3 appointed the first Chie*f of Naval Operations on may 11'.,-

1i1s. I;,- tok oeor the duties that were being performed by Admiral 0i

Flake as the Aida for Operations. 0' }:

i ~Thus, for t.he first time at the outbreak of any w'ar Involving the,

United Btat9s, there existed within the Navy Department in 1917 an office

specifically charged with the general planning for, and to some extent.

Sill
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the Naval eomsu t of war. Having great aonfidence in Admirat 3o.5 . "'

an4 perhaps chastened b/ the &rcea responsibilities and technical aspects

i i of the war, Secretary Daiel* left naval operatlom ;uring World War I

a-lmost wholly to 0 o 00. The soundness of this principle wast well

proven during the course of the wac. The mro fact of there being a

'I central coordinating agency encouraged the bureaus ani Otfices to use It.

Me8rness to assure success in the war was a strong influence toward

cheerful cooperation of all hends with the CP0.

[ iDue to the establishment of the Chief of Naval Operations, the

powerful position of the Bureau of Navigation was-substantially

deminished as werg the strategic planni'g functions of the Cmneral

Board of the Navy.
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Naval Aviatlio (1921191) ,,

The bilinear system hod rome of age. and far the ensuing kO yeart

there tre no major cbanjos to the Depertment's orgsnimation, other

than the centralilaatlon, tn 1921, of all aerenatical a."-it .in the

Bureau of Aeromautlis, folleed 5 "ars later by the authorization of

an Assistant Secretary of the Navy. for Aeronautic.
The Navy's interest is aviation goes back to ?b'ofessor Iamuel

Langley's "Arodromel" an wbich he was worki.g at the turn of the century.

In 1898 the Navy Department assined two officer's as members of a

"Joint Army-Navy Board to examine the Langley Flying Iachine." The

Fioard expressed the opinion that such machines could be developed for

use in warfare.

In September 1910, Captain Washington Irving Chambers, USN, as an

assistant tu the Aide for Material, and later as en assistant to 0l"

Chief of the Bureau of Navigation, was detailed to take charge of

aviation correspondence for th* Secretary of the Navy. Nc subsequently

became the Secretary's principal adviser on smtters of noval aviation.

In atdit4on to his own views he synthesised for the Secretary the

oiniones on aviation of the General Woard, the Bureau chiefs, and of

* other high ranking officers in thos Navy Department and in the fleet,

as well ai the Vis%4 of aviation entlauntasts among the young oftficers.

He became the point of contact in the Navy Dopartment for civiltans

interested-in aviation and for the early airplane inventors and boildtirs.

Captain Mark L, Bristol, USls, later Admiral, one of the outetandlig

naval officers of his time, who relieved Captain Chambers in locemher

191), was the first individual $ivan the title of Director of Naval

113



Aviat ion. These two officers wet* largely responsible ltformf~ulkating

for the Sercttary of the Nov) tb policies that were followed dining

The prog c fviatio ng o erineis tiarly B reau e esein for haducting l.

vandh nasnets of aeronautical engineers ng, aot rcrbftio icem A de it,

o lf the trainin of Aviotors an, until the estabitishmet of the dOt thei

A 1921,ope toi at aspects of navel aviation oas adapted fealy. ih t

P p e rhapy the i8regn est cntribntiong made by the l avy Depat.met to

Sithe prohres of aviation durin o lIts early year* ap in the e€ueoftic 11.

r :•and training of aeronatutical engineers; a cont~ribution wbieh made ,t

S~possible for the Foureau of Aeronautics. wtwtn it was8 esatblished to .

• • •a1i21,to take on all of the furctilons of a technicnel bureau without a .

S~length~y Int~rrtgnum for training lit personnel.

SWith the 4xitbreak of World War I in Europe In the summer of 1914.

, the interest In aeronautics and iavistlh became universal. In January

1914. actually before th: war started, the Navy Department opened up

Othn abandond Navy 'lard, PensacolA, Florida, an a flying ecHool end as

a research an. teetta8 station.

In the s,•mer of 1916 Congress voted $3,500,000 for Navel Aviation,

, Jand authorlied Naval R.isarve aviation personnel. To accelerate

proAsetton, overhaul and experimental work, the Naval Aircraft Factory

' JJ 'es established at t%. Philadelphia Navy Yard in April 1917.

* ' The Navy went t* war in April 1917 with 48 pilots, 239 men with

aviation training, and 54 planes. Over a rfriod of 19 monthe until
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the Armistice in November 1914o naval aviation anperineudan almeost

unbelievable growth to 42,051 officers and men sod X,127 airplnes.

toIn laro. the Navy had 1,147 aviation llffice-e, 1j.100 eialisted aviation

,paroanel, 400 pilos 30 kite balloons and .6rone Catrigillee.

SIth the end of World War I hestiities, warked differences of

opinlor, appeared In the e ,emaat branct of the Navy ns t-2 the place of

V Naval Aviation In the adminiatratiom of 'the Navy Department and as an

slemeLt uf the combatant forces of the Navy. Opinions ranged ell the

ejp from those who saw in Naval Aviation the future of sea po ar and

believed that it should be so recognised in Importance and in the

enpanditure of funds, to those who saw in t'3e airplane only another

naval weapon and that admin'stratively it did not require a special

place in the organization of the Navy Department. Following the ,

r latter line of thinking, the Division of Naval Aviation in the office

of the CHO (OFPAV) wea in August 191, downgraded to a Section In the

j P'alit Division. with a•uny of its former duties distributed to other

parts of OPIAV and to the Board of Inspection and Survey. However, shortly

thereafter a threat from the outside caused the hierarchy of the Navy

Department to reconsider the entire question. General William

Mitchell, Assistant Chief the Arm Air Service, started his :ampaip

for a separate and Independent Air Force.

SGneral Mitchell made Naval Aviation his particular target. Fear

that a separate Air Fores would deprive the Navy of control over

Naval Aviation caused the upper echelons in the Navy Department to I

bury their differences in matters of administration and to get behind j
the proposition that a separate Bureau of Aeronautics was in fact needed. I

t31



i Bureau of Aeronautics was established by law on July 12.
"1921. Onaral Order No. 65 of August 10, 1921, defined the duties

t •'i of the Bureau as comprising "all that relates to designing, building.

tittinl out, and repairing Naval and Marine Corps aircraft" and further

I "to furnish tte Information covering all aeronautic planning, operation

and administration that may be called for by the Chief of Navel

* ! Operations." The duties and cognimance of the other bureaus and of

the Kerine Corps were also spelled out in the General Order. The

, activities in the other Bureaus dealing with aeronautics, together

with appropriate resources, were transferred to the new Bureau.

Although the law establishing the Bureau gave the Secretary of

the Navy unlimited authority as to the matters with which the Bureau
could be charger , and General Order No. 65 Implementing the law was

the result of months, even years, of study, it is not surprising that
'•' I time and further experience were ncr~essary to Iron out the many

problems that were to confront the new bureau. The scope of its

activities was much greater than that of any other Bureau, an it

covered material, perronnel, aviation shore establishments, and manyT "' phases of aviation operations. Boards war& appointed from time to

* itime during the next five years to advise the Secretary of the Navy

and the President an aviation matters.

; lOne of the most important was the Board appointed by President

Cuolidge, with Dwight W. Horrow as i;s Chairman. The Board made its

""report under date of November 30, 1925. Its report was a monumental

survey of the history of svtation and of its current al ments. The

q
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oard to•k a firm stand against the obtablishment of a oeperate air

force, and against any merger of the Army and Navy air forces, or of

the conaolidation of military and civilian aviation. The bard had

many recomendationa, among them one concerned the appointment of an

Assistant Sacretary ol the Navy for Air. Favorable action was taken

that naval aviators were still not given the voice in high level

planning and policy-making that they considered their due. This question

was not settled to the satisfaction of the aviators until the estab-Slishment of the Deputy Cblif of Naval Operations for Air In 1943.

IThe "Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Air" wa authorlsed by

cngaress on 24 June 1926.
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. Coiennder-in-.Chief, United States Fleet (1041-1947) .

tOn 7 December 1941 comimand of the United States Fleet was vested in

three Coamnders-in-Chief, one commanding the Asiatic Fleet, one the i
.4r E Pacific Fleet, and one the Atlantic Fleet. This organization had been

L , placed in effect on I February 1941. Provision was made whereby one of -

these three officers acted as Commander-in-Chaif, U.S. Fleet (OMINCN)

and in case two or more fleets operated together the Commander-in-Chtef,

U.S. Fleet would exercise overall command and would coordinate their

en activities. On 7 December 1941, Admiral H.E. Kimmel, Commaader-in-Chief,

Pacific Fleet, was also designated Commander-In-Chief, U.S. Fleet.

%i ;Among the many administrative measures taken by President Roosevelt

in the early days of the war, few contributed more to the effectiveness

and efficiency cf operations of the United States Navy than the issuing

on 18 December 1941 of Executive Order 8984, "Prescribing the -duties of

the Co~mnder-in-(Chief of the United States Fleet, and the Cooperative

"duties of the Chief of Naval Operations."4 The order provided that the

.. •1 \ Commwnder. tr,-Chief of the United States Fleet "shall have supreme command

of the opera'ing forces comprising the several fleets of the United States

Navy, ,nd the operating forces of the naval coastal frontier commandse and-

.shall be directly respnsible under the general direction of the Secretary

of the Navy to the President of the United Ststes therefor." It provided

*I * 1 also that "the principal office of the Comander.in-Chief shall be in the

A •;; Navy Depart-wnt" and that "the Coimandur-in.-Chief sholl keep the Chief of

•L Naval Operations informed of the logistic and other needs of tVe operatirg

forces, and in turn the Chief of Naval Operations shall 'ieep the (Cmmander-

4. 4.n-0%ief informed as to the extent to which the various needs can be met.

. -128 . --.



Subject to the foaegoing the duties an responsibilities of the QCiet

O of Navel Operations under the Secretary of the Navy will remain imebsaged.

The Chief of Naval Operations shell continue to be responsible for the

preparsrion of var plans from the long range point of view."

On 20 December 1941 the President designated Admiral Edrest J. King*,-

U.S.N. as Comunder-in-Chief, United States Fleet. Admiral Kiing assumed

his neow duties on 30 December 1941.

It was Implicit in Ekecutive Order No. 8984 that certain functions

of the Office of thu Chief of Naval Operations would have to he trams-

ferred to headquarters CamINCH. On 30 December, Admiral King, in a I
memorandum to Admiral Stark, the Chiaf of Naval Operations, announcing

his assumption of the duties of Commander-tin- Chief, Unat~ed States Fliet,

stated "During the period of transition essential for the organization of

_yr office, It Is remuested that I my carry on the duties thereof

through the appropriate agencies of the Office of the Chief of Naval

SOperations." A memorandum of the same date from Admiral Stark to the

Divisions and Sections of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, ,

stated "The details of the reorganization of the Office of the Commander-

•... -in-Chief, United States fleet and the Chief of Naval Operations to effect- [

aute this order (Executive Order 898.) are still in process of 'hems finally
f'" wa•rlk-d out. A~eFePulif finall decision regarding the details, Divisions will-L

i•,. continue to function ais heretofore, generally preparing correspondence,

dispatches, etc. for signature or release of the Cief of Naval Operations [3
or the Cxwmnder-in.Chief, U.S. Fleet as appears appropriate under Zkecu-

tive Order 8964..

" In order to clarify and to cover in greattr detail the distribution

of duties between 00O snd COMINCH, the Gener41 board which had drafted

l19



1eocutive Order 9864 was directed by the Seretary of the Navy to 4

study the subject further and to sabmit recomenedations defiming the

"duties of the two offices. This wva done in a memoran4um dated February

9, 1942, whith becqtas broadly the basis for the procedures followed by the

two offices during the war.

By memorandum of 19 Februsry 1942 to the Secretary of the Navy,

Admiral King stated that "The definition of ducies... as set forth in the5

attace~hd papear 4tho General Board report of February• 9. 1942) is, freen

my point of view, satisfactory. Minor difficulties are rapidly disappearing..."

In discussions with the Secretary respecting the command relations

between COIINCH and the CNO, Admiral King personally stood out for the

principle that COKINCH should be under CNO, The question recurred from

time to Lime, during the early months of the war and on one occasion.

1i [ when at the White House with Secretary Knox, he spoke to President Roose-

velt about the matter. pointing out that he as Commander-in-oChief of the

Fleet, was perfectly willing to serve under the QUO, and in fact thought

that to be the logical arrangement, but that in any case the cotmind

relationship should be settled one way or the other.

The result was the issuance of Executive Order 9096, dated March

1-2 1•-,-1 ,.,..•.. prvi. t,,.,. ,,,the d..,.., of n~ri-=.•.i• U.Se. fleat.,•

Flleet, and Chief of Naval Operations," and "who shell be principal Naval
~ and theduties o the Chie of Nava Oprtihn m becmbnd n

Adviser to the President on the conduct of the war and the principal Naval

Adviser and Execative to the Secretary of the Navy on the conduct of the

Naval Establishment."

The duties and responsibilities, respeotively, of the Comander-in-

Chief, Un.ted States Fleet, and of the Chief of Naval Operations, in this
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eomimstioa, were stated Int e folowing WtitbSncieOleI

"As Caianeder In Chief, Unmited State* Fleet. the officer holding the eomblsed.

offices as hoel.i provided ahell be charged, under the direction of'the

Secretary of the Navy, with the preparation, readiness, and logistic

support of the *"eratio$ foitee.s comprising the several floats, seagoing

forces and sea frontier forces of the United States Navy, and with the

coordination~ and direction of effort to this end of the bureasu and offices

of the Navy Deportment except such Offices (other then mn~reaus) as theI

Secretary of the Navy may specifically exempt. Duties a, Chief of Naval

Operations shell be contributory to :Nj discrharge of the paramount dutiesI
of Comeinder in Chief. United States Fleet." .

On It4 August 1945 Japan accepted the surrender terms agreed upon

by the Allied nations at the Potsdam Conference, and, on 15 Augast, Admiral%

Molats ordered the Pacific Fleet to ceasse offensive operations against the

Japanese. The acai~nistration of the Navy Department now entered a new

phase in which demobilization, end shrinking the entire Naval Establietment

to peace tine needs, became its principal tasks.

Wh.. Admiral King was appc~inted CONINCH, he felt and expressed the

view that the Chief of Naval Operations should be the top man in the 4avy. L
After teWar, he began taking steps to put that view In practice by

planning to return to CHO the functions taken ovrfrom his Immediate office,

and to discontinue otesn ogrncs~yfor peacetime administration.

He proposed an organization for the Office of the CHO consisting of the

Chieaf of Naval Operations, assisted 'hy a Vice Chief, five Deputy Chiefs

for (Operations), (Pronl,(Administration), olte)-n (Air),

and an Inspector General.
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True"n a~. Eigu excuttva Order No. 9433. entitled "Orga-iastloo of the Navy

Department and the Naval £eatblishment." This Order revoked the ordert

establishirng the headquarters of the Commander In Chief, U.N. Fleet, in the

Navy Department and outlined the principal duties of the Chief of Naval

operations. -

~ The piavpnse of lasseutive Order go. 9635 was stated In Its first

paragraph as follows: "In order to provide for a were effective.

integration of its activities, the Navy Department shell hereafter be

organized to take cognizance of the major groupings of: military matters;

general and adsministrative matters; end business and related Industrial a

A Navy Department directive put tascutive Mre;, No. 9635 into effect

as of 10 October 1943.

Other imprtant organizational changes darnn1 this period Included

j1 designation of an Under Secretary of the Navy and an Administrative Assistant

r~ to the Secretary of the Navy; redesignation of an MAsistant Secretary for *
Air sa;tablialmonL of t~ea Duresa of Ship@.
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Pri*r to 1947, the military affairs of our country wer mnamed

throug twn Eecutive Depertaat .. - the Department of War oad the

"Department Of the Navy. %.r various reasons growing outf at orld

"Vr it it was felt in 947 that we•had to take & 2"d look at our

"defense posture and at our Defense organisatiom. on this there Was

virtually unanimous agremmeat.

There were two schools of tbought however, about what emextly

should be dome. There was the school reflecting Lhe general thinking 14
of the War Department -- Nenry Stimermon point of view and aobert

Patterson's -- that we should have a single unified Department. 0:

the other hand, the general view of the Navy, although &$ain not uncut- .

moua, represented by James Forrestal, were opposed to unificatiom.

The Navy position called for impoeing a new management layer am to [

of the evisting structt.re. They wanted that layer, however, to be

strictly a coordinating body. In this conflict between, beasislly,

an Arwr view and a Navy view, the Cangrass support d the Navy. U
L i With the National Security Act of 1947, Congress established three

Executive Departments -- an Army, a Navy, and an Air Force. ls[

Secretaries in charge of these DeparLmcwts were nmebere of the Cabinet,

as well as members of the National Security Council. go Department of [
Defense as we know it today was established. Instead, these three [3
Executive Departments were formed into an anmorphous body known as

the National l1ileLary Establishment. At its head w•e an official

called the Secretary cl Defense, but No wea not se Secretary of [I.
Defense we know today. He was to exercise only genexel authority,

direction, and control. The statute stated that all powers not
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"speeifiea ly 6ive to the SKsretary of Dkfeofei wa, reaseved to tt -

3 Secretaries of the Army, levy, and Air .eroe. .

. At the some time, Cmonrses gave 3tatuto.y rer~oqition to tbh

Joint Chief@ of Staff, a -body - ?u.blis"t. in WVWI, &aJ provided a 4

f.aint Staff to aitsit them. *.s Joint Chiefs were to U rh rmpe -

0i.ttory adviaors to the Presidemt. the secretary ot Oafense, and te

atimealL Seaurity C4wneil.

Mr. Ftrrestal. having **a hWe point an Secretary of the Navy,

bees•-a the first S•cretary of Defence u•de. the arranguesent which he

Ahad so muccessfully proposed. ' '.2;
Us worked valia•tly wicb this ornauattmon structure for just

two years before decidknr that It didn't work - and couldn't work.

Us recmmended to President Truman, thar the Defense establishmest be

organised along tis lines which he had initially apposel. This led

to the 1949 Amendments. which provided *tr a single Executive Depart-

ment headed by the Secretary of Defense, %*o became the principal -,

assistant to the President for all metters relating to Deferen. The 7,

"Secretaries of the Army, Nevy, and Air Force lost their Cabinet

states. and their organizations became military 6opartments within
•" £ the single Defense Doper'-snt. Thw office of the C:hairman of thle

Joint Chiefs of staff 4OJi) was &lso established at this time.

In 1953, President Elsenhower said that hie concept of the Depart-

mant of Defense ae .that there vas to be no Department of Defense

function independent of the Secretary of Defense, and that he regarded
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the Secretaries of the military depertasnea as operational men e.eeL

for the Secretary of Defene..

The last major Defnse legislatid.t the kRopniiastion Let of

1938. Increased the reimponsibility of the Secretary of Defoens e [IV
Military OperatioNe 40d Save hi. AeW tools to assist his in eootyisi

4 ut his responsibilities. That statute specifisuly states that all

forces cowitted to ani ffed and specified einmnds ane reapeasibile [
to the Secretary of Defeose and the ?r~eidemt of the United State**

The Secretary of Defense, with the appeoveI of the Presidont, iMsd

the Joint Chief@ of staff to the operational cbeis between the

i Raerct~ary and the unified and specified conends. The amw tools givell

were the power to consolidate, transfer, reassign, or abolish functiens

involving :amo sevie orupplies, 4eve though establishe by t.

Secret.,;Io Lof the military departmeats. The role of the Secretary

of the Mavy and the,- Dwves o i Mycog rm hto

pr vii taeicdrcint the Novel combatant forces of the

redynorvtel farestayof theunfiednses pf omWeeoertn

unde th ' ratry f Dfene'sdirection. The Secretary of Defeo"e

and the Joint Chief. now provide the strategy; the unified and asoei- f

fied Cumo.-W~rs decid, and apply tb. tacticsl and the military depart-

ments produce the traiuned and equipped forces-

Ir12S[v
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lk t0 ~ ~u~ s, as, lm m~ . '......-•,

--5On o at least two occasions in the �93ee the NAVY Scratimiged Its

* p * organizational makeup because of *cmpticatIlns engendered by new weapons

,. .,t e Department ofth Navy hiedm by eo asan Got@*. A part[ fromJ nolaaJ

• ,,. arecmedt ion that reslte to addrin g t wo movn e Arncssisant Serdetairles

to the Ooloic o. the ent ari of nt avy oation d aistr t frst funtiond

I bnaetween bostoben15 a n Ap~rilnev 1954y othe deprmentte oOean aatiened f

of that ofn fee more evenly, the Committee found that the existing Navy

a.. organization was basically sound.

The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 instigated

6 a mow r withon the navy Department to again re-nvalate r Its ortan esati.nal

structure, this time to determine if changes were necessary or desirable -

in the light of the new orientation Within the D oo. in August intoa

.4 the then Under Secretary of the Navy, Widliam a. Franke, and a select

~comte bea a compehoniv sysuey of tedparment and doopn.Ts notdtn Issued"

c ireport in January 1959. The Franke report reviewed theehistory of the

W-9 Navy, made disparaging r"marks about the General Staff concept of

r O ~ organization, and concluded that the themt current bilinear structure

(CNO and Burvaus) provided a sound structure for operating the Department.

The &*port strongly endorsed the Bureau systum, but rstcommended that Lhe

Bureaua of Aeronautics and the Bureau of O&dnance be consolidated Into a

~~ single Bureau of Havel Weapons In order to effect an Improvement In I

I weapons system management and development. This consolidation was

S ~ decomplished In 19"9. One major organizational change was made In thm .

Department prior to the Reorganization of 1966. In 1962, a committee,

326
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headed by Jobs V. Kilos, Administrative Assistast to the Secretary.

eo ,mnimed the department in great depth -and Leaned a voluminous report "
t.., . otalnln$J evr 100. re, aledations8 AV the Improvement of the department's

management processes and strticture The most noteworthy recomeendatie•n LI

from an overall oreano.tuoioal standpoint was thet advocating the fl ,

establishment of a single producer enecutive in the Navy% . Ui
"A Single Producer Lascutive lit recouired In the Fivy. an executive [

vibo witi merve the Secretary, the Chief of Naval Operaeions, and the '1
Commdast of the marine Corps as the voice of the resources interest and e
be responsible for the effective management of the Navy's resources" ~capabilities. The Secreltacry will be free from the burden of resolving

many of the differtnees between the material bureaus and can devote his
time to more constructive efforts. The Chief of Naval Operations will
acquire a strong right head, a single responsible and responsive expert..." [
'The report recommended that this new Producer mxecutive should control,

lAt
* coordinate and command the Chiefs of the Bureaus of Naval Weapons, Ships, U .

Supplies and Accounts, Yards and Docks, and absorb the Special Projects

Of tice (Polaris). In 1963. the material Bureaus and the Special frojects -

Office were placed under the command of a separate Wunctianal executive

of the department, the Chief of Naval Material (CHNAVNAT) who was directed

to report to the Secretary.

The 1963 reorg•nioation was intended primarily to strenAthen the

Secretary's management of the fo'ar noterial bureaus by placing them under

the command of a ful-l.imu specialist in mkAterial matters, whose Office |
of Naval Material (OHN) would act as Lheir cuntral cQordlnutiig office. .

* Thus, for the first time sircs the establishment of the Bureaus. it W44

offLciatty, rocognised in the DeparLatnt that soa.e type of a professional

uperatiiig executive was required not only to coordinate the bureaus, E,
but to command them as well.

1i2
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- bri" the period 1l3-196, the SeeroeAry had under bit immediate

direetios five seater military oaeoutives of the department: the CNO,

the C emmandant of the Marine Corps, the Chief of Naval Material, the Chief

of Medicine and Surery. and the Chief of Naval Personnel.

While the 1963 reorganizatton reduced the Secretary's required open

Sof supervision, it also diluted the eaue•s control that the f= previously

had over the production and procuring divisions of the Department. This

reorganization also had other disquieting effects that led to imbalances

In the Department's organizational structure. The status of the sin

Bureaus changed radically. All the material Bureaus dropped from a second

to a third echelon statue. The service Bureaus (BUEND and SUPERS) became

the senior Bureaus, still in direct contact with the Secretary of the

Navy and responsive to ta CH(O. The dhlefs of these two Bureaus held the

rank of Vice Admiral while the chiefs of the Bureaus of Naval Weapons,

, Ships. Yards end Docks. and Supply and Accounts remained Rcta Admirals.

This point of difference in echelon and rank - duly noted in the i 7
Department's organinational charts. Another offect of the reorganettsaon

was the new stature and position of the Chief of Neval Matertia. While

directly responsive to the requirements of th CHO ie was directly

, under, On thus had direct listnso wtth. the Secretary, and he Was senteor

" in oocttion to ahe chiefs of oll the Bureaus, including BbUke.S and SUMED.

r •p Thts placed the Chief at Naval Materiel almost, bot not quite, bn the

S,? •same horizontal organLoationalL ine as the CHO vis-a-vie the Secretary. All

These relative positions In the hierarchy wore also duly noted on the

department's organization charts.
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The 1iima,,Or gfnisatlio (I9-paeamet) .

The present aranisation of the Dopartmoet of the Navy, effected

an I hy IMG. wae &further refinement of the 1963 reorwgnsimatief. It

was the reault of a y•ar-ton8 study directed %y sho Secretary of the

Navy, Paul Ni, Nite, and conducted by the Chief of Naval Hatori in-
consultation with $hm Chief of Naval Ope•etieme and the Commandant of

the Herime Corps. Im concept. the 1966 redrgaisation represented the .

* most revolutionary change t. the organtuatianal structure of the

Departmentof the Navy since establishment of the hareaus in 1842. .

The following commnications nf the President and the Secretary

of Defense succinctly set forth the backGround and objectives of this

reor,,nization.
1 -

LIVTTRS OF TRANSMITTAL '

I The White House .

Washintton, MDCrch LO, It ,
Ron. John H. NcCnrmack, "-S~Speaker of the House of Representatives :

SWashington, D.C.I. 0 k

Dear Mr. Speaker: I hove approved a plan for the reorganilation of I
the Deparcment of the Navy.

I an enclosing for transmission to the chairemn of the Armed Services . '
Committoo a communication from the Secretary of Defense reporting .
pursuant to soction 125. title 10, United States Code, the acttnn to
be takrn :ith reference to this reorganization.

Sincerely,
Lyndon B. Johnson

4 V
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rho Secretary of Defense
Washington, Moreh 9, 19t6

Mion. L. Mandol Rivers. A
Chairman, Comittee ou Armed Services

, Houes of Represen~tatives. Washington, D. C.

S•"" Dear Mr. Chairmant The princlipl function of a military d~partmont '
•'• " | within the Department of Defense Is to urbaniso, train, ard oquip .t

! • j] military f~orces approprisqte to Its mission, to provide thus& fo)rces"

" 9"'to unified and speci~lid comimaers, and to support the foreer so &aI-

signed. The Department of the Navy, like the ohrmltr oormns
engages its a broad scope of activities in performing this function.
These activities include both the total effort to prepare military

f _•orce. for e4signswnt to unified and specified commanders. and the
total effort to develop and provide the manpower and material resources
to support military forces. -..

In order to enable the Department of the Navy more effectively to per-
t ~form the foragint~ mission, the Secretary of the Navy•, on March 29, 1962, •

directed a comprehensive review of the effectiveness, responuivyneis and
"economy of the management processes and struct'are of the Depattment of
the Navy. As a result of that review, which was conducted throughout
most of 1962, the Secretary of th4 Navy, on July 1. 1963, made a number
of management and organtastional changes in the executive administration
of the D•partment, the most significant of which was the creation of the
Naval Material Support Establishment (NMIS) under the command of the I
Chief of Naval Moterial. The NSJE consists of the Office of Naval Mater'
il, the Bureau of Naval Weapons, the Dur*4u of Ships, the Bureau of ,,

L Supplies and Accounts, the Bureau of Yards and Docks and associated whore
(field) activities. th

r" Th' [ "i'e 196j reorganization was accomplished within the existing Statutory
framework of the Department of the Navy and did not affect the tradition-
al billnear organisation of the Department of the Navy; nor did it change

* the statutory bureaus which form the principal operating etructure of the
N363

It is the beliof of the Secretary of the Navy, which I share, that
Uth DoLurtment of the Navy should be organised in such a fashion that
th, Navy's sunlor willLt-ry officer, the Chief of Naval Operations,

* will havu the same breadth of authority and rosponsiblity for material,
personnel, and audical supiuft functions as he now has for the operat-

• " 0 Ing forces of the Navy. Additionally, the Secretary of the Navy
. believes that th., organizationiii performing thu Navy's matcrial support

7? functiona should be sostructured as to subjeot them to morn effective
command by the Chitt of Naval Material under th, Chief of Naval Operations.
The Secretary has recommended to me a reorgaisixatiLon plan which would

-* accomplish these purposes. The structure he has recosmciended would, at
thu sBoo times, ptua-tve the exi.ljiat relationship between the Commandant
of the Htarine C.rps aod thu Chief of Naval Materiel . This new structure

.. includes the recocistltutli.g uf the Naval Miterial Support Eitablslalcnt s

a 4
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as the Naval Material Comand ander the command of the Chief of
Naval Material and tht realignment and assignment of the work of IL
the N15 •-, six funotionaleneponents. To a€complish this result.

however, it to nacesary to-

(a) abolish the statutory basis fur the Office of Naval Material.
the Bureau of Naval Weapons, the Bureau of Ships, the Bureau
of Supplies and Accounts. and the Bureau of Yards and Docks,
and the offices of the thiefa&nd other officials of the office of
Naval Material and such bureaus; and

(b) vest in the Secretary oa the Navy responsibility for their Z
duties so that theme duties my be reassigned. U

Upon tie recommendation of the Secretary of the Navy and the
Chief of Naval Operations. and with the approval of the President and
in pursuance of the authority vested in we by section 125, title 10,
United States Code, I hove this date signed a reorganization order
which Twuld accomplish the foregoing. t ay o hp n

The effect of this reorganization upon the principal components
of the executive part of the Department of the Navy will be ý.& follows:

THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONSI
Splanned reorManizatilon wil not take awu y au y of the presentn

duties or responsibilities of the Chief of Naval Operations, nor willL
it affect the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations directly. Under
the reorgsnization, however, the Chief of Naval Operations, in addi-
tion to commanding the operating forces of the Navy, as at present, will
commandd. the, Bureau of Naval Personnel
end the Bureau of Hedicine and Surgery. It. wi.ll exc.rci-a tt.6
latter responsiblities through the Chief of Naval Matcrial, the Chief of r
Naval Personnel, and the Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, !
respectively, who will have specific responsibility for cowanding the
Naval Material Command and their rospective bureaus and for directing a ,

the efforts of their organlzations in meeting the material, person-
nel. and medical requirements of the operating forces of the Navy.

The Chief of Naval Operations will exercioe hip authority over the el° I Naval Material Command and the Sur,.aue of.Noval Personnel and Medicine • ,

and Surgery In such a manner as to continue the present relationship
between the Commandant of the Marine Corps and the Chiefs of these
organizations.

THE COMMANI)ANT OF THE MARINE CORPS
The reorganizatlon will not affect the Commendant of the Marine

Corps. As already stated, the new command relationship of the
Cnief of Naval Material will not disturb CNN's traditional relation-

* snip to the Commandant. As at present, the Chief of Naval Material
will bv ruspvondlve directly io the ComfandAnt In m.etlng thoco
parttcuhlar material support needs of the United StaLes MArine Corps
which are required to be provided by the Naval Material Command.

S131
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.'iir•o ly, the Chief of Naval Prsonnal and the Chief, Bureau ofMft Hdicine and Surgery, will be directly responsive to the Co+ dndt

of the Marine Corps in carrying our tL"' r rPitonfivilitioi for support
of thi Marim Corps.

It is not the intention of this reorgani1ar.ion to affect the present
Marine Corps miterial support system. Ratcher. it ip expected that
by Improving the command relati-onships and flexibility of the present
Naval Material Support Establishment, the respoasiveness of that
reconstituted organization to the material requirements of the Marine
Corps will be enhanced.

THE CHIEF OF NAVAL MATERIAL AND THE NAVAL HATARIAL COMMAND
As already stated, the Secretary of the Navy will implement thereorganization oreer by establishing under the Chief of Naval Opera-tions a Naval Material Command which will be commanded by the

n irdChief of Naval MatervaO. .e,

SIn lieu of the four rterial bureaus which currently comprise the
.principal emunMs of the Naval Material Support Establishment, the
Naval Material Command will be divided along functional linesinto

-six subcommands-namely, the Air Systems Command, the Ship
Systems Command, the Ordnance System Command, the Electronic
Systoms Command, the Supply Systems Command, and the Facilities
Engineering Comand, each under a commander.

The foregoing readjustments will permit realining and asshining the
, ; work of the Naval Material Command along more logical, functional

lines. Contemporaneous with this realineaenL, the Secretary of the
Navy will assign to designated senior officials of the Department the

-• present responsibilities of the material bureau chiefs as principal
advisers for officer corps and officer specialty groups in order to
preserve the traditional prestige of the officers of these groups. They
include engineering duty officers, aeronautical engineering duty
officers, Supply Corps officers, and Civil Engineering Corps officers. .

* a Further. in order to preserve the perquisites ni office formerly
Senjoyed by the chiefs of the material bureaus and to accord appropriate
recognitivi to the Vice Chief of Naval Materii, the Secretary Qf the
Navy, on behalf of the Department of ifense, will forthivith forward
, t h- Congress draft legislation which will, if enser,.d, .ntitle th•
officers serving as Vice Chief of Naval Material and commanders of
Lithe mIx fuccoional cominanda to L;w rank, emy, and teLitelinL lvi-
l,-ges to which bureau chiefs are currently entitled. The draft I
legislation wtuld alvo authorize for the deputy commanders of the
component commands Lhu samu priviluges as now exisL fur Lhe deputy

•ri i*.

. _.•chiefs of buretau*. .,t
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THlE BU.REAU 0F, NAVAL PERSONNEL 4ND THE BUREAU Of MEDICInE AND SURGERY t
Uender the proposed reorganivation, the Chiefs of the Bureau& of fy

Naval Personnel and Medicine and Surgery will retain their separate
identities and present functions. Their command relationships.
however, will be adjusted to place them under the commnd of the-
Chief of Naval Operations. 4

*The changes outlined In the foregoing paragraphs will make possible

the Navy. The vesting in the Chief of Navsl Operations of authority

over and responsibility for the Naval %'Aterial Command and the
( ~Bureaus of Naval Personnel and Medte'ie and Surgery is a significant

Improvement in the consmand and cont,-ol of the Department of the
Navy's performance of its functions. The realinement of the material
bureauhs on a functional basis will permit more effective coinmnd by
the Chief of Naval Material aui thus Increase the efrfciency an 'd
economy of the Navy's material support urganiza~tion. The Secretary
of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations, and I believe that these

orgaizatonaladjutmens wil houlde bhe Dplactedntof teffect.witjh!jje feibiitiynecessary to enabl&it t pefrmismisonmr

I ~ ~ ~ ~ Nv implieete thet aboe reorganizainsal b lcdI tio plaect
The eoraniation e~ will bcm'fe thve ofywe terqirmnso

on IIa 96.O that date, Navy's long-standing bilinear form of
orgniztio beamehistory.
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LOATIIP THE MHNh'UIIS FOR CHANGE IN WIU An FOW.St .

An INPEA'V ESSAY ON AIR FPME EI1MRY

"Hisetory in useful only as it helps us to lookt Alwad. hei

the trtl -- hich underlies all Air Force .,-ition.' This i..e ,

" "' the utilit-y f history presuesa that the more adgonifi.Tan t avent* .in the

past are those most relevant to present or futur, prob'ns ara .h~t'

perception of the significance of such events withi, an historical milleu

may enable uas better to undor~stand, controls an!l -%ordsr our affairs.

A similar supposition is inherent Ina the current intereat of the 1969-

appointed Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in knowing •hi•, "am.-.1hanism for

change* has been operative at significant Junctumrs ct each military

service's life. We think the question Important in itself, not because i
J • we anticipate the present revietyw.ill lead dc~rectly tio substantial

change izt defense organization; indeed, the whole history of such reviews

as they have affected the davelopycnt of the Air Force ccnvinces us

otherwise. Major change, It selens, resuits only fromt the eiramatic proof

4:. of need. Rather, we think the ques Lon valid bocause understanding the "

_ "subject is vital to the survival of any organization In a competitiv'

environment and bocausu in its pointed sense the question focuses attention

on osse•'t.als--"tho truth whdch uerlies all Aird Force, t i•dition."

This, history illusLrates, ha3 been in effect a tradition of championing

' James H. Straubol, "Airpowor's Past in Prolorao," Air Force and
__ SpAce Di-est, Sept., 796, p 10.
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It we were to seek only a single mechanism for change operativej i

at the time of the one major reorganisation In the relativly short .

Air Vcme life to date--the creatinot f Use In 19I7-the answer

miht be rather eaily derived from a uresor7 revev of the Air Force
record. On the other hand, because that particular mechanim appears

not to have been very influertial since 1.%7, we think •t necessary I
to obaden our inquiry in both ocus and scope. To be surelthe emphas•.s

will be upon identifying and relatIng the several forces for aehanle

which together constituted a p•..-ss of ohcnge leading to Air Force

independence. ,At this broadened focus and emphasis does not relieve

us of the respon3lbility of at least sketching the influence of similar

forces in the post-unification period, recogniting that their u3timste In-

fluence is stil uncertait.

A true appreciation of the Air Force as an adaptive organization,

especially aimse l947, would probably require th-t collection of massive

amouts of empirical data, ImkCinative research s1Wiels, and a hig

order of de.dtv reasoning leading to a creative synthesis which woul I

at onwe reveal the structure, faire process, and function behind the

organisation's vitality. Unable ourselves to make at. elegant synthesis,

we will nevortheleas attempt a cruds distillation of Air Force history

as it Impacts on the central question. To mothodological assumptions "

underlie our approach. First, It Is assumed that an i11uminating pattern

1 135
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*uwirc muent, 4trim, orgmistion, tehnolo., emS lsedhruhip. he

of theun•• ing t, wvp e iw1bttct ha r t'ra s tkw Tni--tor 1a sow

ehaof the hsoto. r csan. be thele* as I Ie I*

I eoptimuendonl y orie dsum thao ategories ort o4 prmise* sIe

*w pro m4to doc rtarine, o nin ati... tahoo, adldesi. I"i

Ston s@ we thb~ erv varlombl y *ar "*ovheer'* tor 01abtbor Ind theu

i U' the establoet andegroth of the Air Acres It eI possibln to

Ident ifr in the abstroot that particular phemnameewor-4-e fohanim for

,"c& I o e--uh1ch has driven the develnoment and established the lifestyle

of the Airlorc. Perhaps, too, this approach ma eabln as to discern 4

optdmn oceditions for b yxanic change *o Me no t ohrloekiz i n the

persist~nce of retarding Influences.
le.T

The Formative Years of SLIug.
~ IIt Is neither poeoible nor desirable' here to describe and docmient

the myriad of events In the o0-yoaz period bowmen te oationj

of th Aeronautical Division within the Signal Corp. In 17 and the

"creationofthe VSAn 1947. V*estoryhas eenablytoldand

documenated in the severel USA? Historical StUMise wich have ezemined

the same period# ulbadt from differing perspectives. The .-*&der who

~ '~" has the time to peruse these professional stadies .421 ot only be

*For an analysis of the influrenoo and Interaction of these forces
500 "All the Winds of Doctrine%, by Major William N. Crabbe, Jr., USAF,
Air Commvd and Staff College# 30 Apr 64..

Be* e "Selected Bibliography* for a list of those stvdies underpinning
this interpretation.

* ~ LJ .135



r*erd for the ettrt, he wl aloe be msed at tM wsa tMor o 7-
twet prreeotives dovetail to beeaft stmally u9p•Wui . go
eftect, In brief, Is to detail an epeehal struggle et tits aimn tfee

I I

S8'spe oe--to e0atri the popular notion dealved aiVm tirn'nitsellU

legend. his onclusion would probably not surprise students of

organisatiom thecoy. One suah satdeat has noted that all bureasuratia

e'gnisatiomts am their exIstence to the efforts of a Mall Croup of

Sseaots who create an enabling onviroienst In onem t lteur mwas

1) the routinization of oharimai 2) the OsplittWn off" of an established

*togeniations 3) entreprenouzial development of a m Ideal and h) an. r I

ex nihilo creation by powerful imabors of other Institutions.

The Air Forae e3perlenoe Is perhaps distingished In that all

fear of the above forces clearly were operative In Its g•nesii. Put ,
anoter my Ibr Crav-: and Cate, "to unertand this speial characterL!

of the Air Force . . . it should be sufficient here to describe the []
three paramount trense of the periods the effort to estab.ish an

pendent air . orc.; the development of a doctrie of strategic bombard-

'i-tj and the noearh for a heavy bomber by whtich that doctrine could be

applied.' Ve need only add the routinisation of aviation, along

with the air power concepts within t.e society, and the Influence of

SAnthony Downs, Ins!de Bureaucracy (Boston# Ikss.j, Little, Broun
and Company, 1967?).
es Wesley F. Craven and James L. Cate R ArTe Air Forces In Vbrld
Var , Vol ,p8. --- i
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t K4espawiblius fur dfemse PeUW. mut TA did it too so mg .

reatl ito Oth- ofthe W4I* 9o al forees,* re iltl vo

9- M M•nt In hee U nited ttM A..

TMe m eli ar nestitutions of ath •ocietyl, btmdgtmo rethe Vs. -

, • LP pour. Hn•:a. f+ it tiWi•Ib1• tt lrllmo o~l ata ionalI

an basically shaped b h 1oa d andt hutm I oratieo'-thretso 1Ade8 enn

Ileariand a *idQles andbotiem a-fthe 1=1 fore.., belerfs a"

j I p itioal initutions -ircl h are dominant within the spaie~t. SI'MP

LI

stated, there were no dmownhtrable threats to U.S. national oecaiitr

,, "t J othronghout mo• t of the peiod in queso ti a l Nhnelit. ther V ta 0 ie9 14

ps~ihology nor the tntrambed stengths of the military and navalb

daemitmenti of the time Wer conducive to Such oheinge. In the end,

asatonq for the Air Force required both 4pp;,espread recognitin of *

V ~the need and a clear capacity of the function to deliver the PaMio* of

i- airupower. Neantwtlt it was probably the rsistane of status quo. .

thinking %iidh provided the goad and thrust for Air Force Independence.

I In the gradual and faltering struggle for independence It was the

* mpomiue of air pouwer" *dboh at once sustained and retarded the effort.
Clearly, the ideas and beliofs ot the airmen generally exueeded the

~~ OspabilitY Of the airPlane. Squally alow? wes the pacing effect of

* * forward thinkina on the developeent. of that technology. Rather than cite

Samuel P. Huntington, Tho Soldier and the State (Cambridge, Jbss.p
SIHarvard Vnivoroityr Presca~ p 2.
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te ainfeeune of air pmer in M ViguSU tor.e, M 4mld pifpoint *

elments ot the eantineusly evolving oomept *Aoek bnpuated ean erud-

estinsi Isues. Zn brier, the airmen same to view th airplane as a

IMtrmemt whih, because of Its fler1ibility, t•abl ity of operationm*

pni wtirbi1ity and oajpasi f•r cocmentrated emplg mnt, ffered a mew

and preferable means to achieve the ultimata militaq objeatiwe In

w .-th .des trusti of tbfhenmq'V will to esit. no genes of the L
air theorists' macrocosmic conception appears to have been large" aU

P rIe tin to the horror ot the stalemated trench wdarf of the first

World War, which cast doubt an the utibl1i of the traditinaml defeat of
the enlwy force ILn battle thesis. "+

=t8u two of the points to be in contention athroq ut our period of

* review revolved around the capability of the .irraft and the objective

f In var. To these should be added conflicting interpwetations of the

""priples of unity and Poonor of effort, the airman contending that

sensitive employmesnt of the now instrument requiMe comwaad tr knowl-

edgeable officials Vith a vested interest in its manmm devolopment.

SoMlding air power Indivieible, the airmen ould arpe that central Geo- ri

trol of air power resourcon by one authorlty wou3d permit both effowtive

ooncentration of force aM eocontvW of cfftrt. These views, of course,

threatened both the 3,.'lt~aff's authority and the nascent naval+ eair am. We should acknowledgap too# thlat dexpltote tr•in eof can-

promises vhich led to Air Force autonomy# these basic differences have [.
not yet been fully resolved.

139
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Doubst, sp~eifically stated that his theories owaf directed at the

* j Italian dofenee problon and should not be considered applioable to all

oeuntzleos *To oftcr a general recipe for victory applicable toe all

_ .atIonss wuld ts do.inrigtht presunption on my port." As it turned out,

sub of the major immra davoloped an air force based on Its own "

functional and societal lImperatives, an will as its own interpretations .
l ~of air power. Thu U.S. wias late to capitalize an the revolutionary"

[ •tehnology it, hsd pionnered sainly- becauso of Its geo~raIhcal isolation, .

I "•*:the earlier" option for a naval first line ofP dof•nsep and the genoral

g 7! a:Ltau7 con~servatism within th6 established bureaucracies provided

I; the ret.arding edge, with the Army OGneral Staff and cc'rtain War Depart-

: . mient executives appl ring the chief villains to alrmen who, in turn,

• ' -• were thought tendentious and undisciplined.

"� Having established above the uignificint ele.%mts of the environ-

uiats It remains to trace the countervailing Influences which pacsid tVte

evouation from Aaronautical Division to Air Sorvice to Air Corps (to 0.1Q

Air Force) to AnW Air Forces to United States Air Faoe. Corvaniently.

Si I spaced in time, these ina•rental ohanges generally followed dramatic

ti external events which gave Impetus to the change pvoess. Facilitating

this process was the extensive elucidation of the Issues Involved In

* LI giving organisational recognition to the role of aviation as they were

WWI. Zarlu (CM), Makers of Nodorn Strattet (Princeton, eow Jersey
14Princeton University Pressi7 4T , 5W
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er . In i the veries of bow4, enieisin. d oodittes eviewm

of tUe period, a. wel as In the eqar3 o edinetiv het metly aboort4

bills Intromoed fors legisative enactmet. *mo of Urn revimsm

hemer, had som acrgoudational conoequ e, imadlung oriteial

,, ; lqi u Amft old flme sutharivtte•.

Althoqta the iief buoutives during thi period genmraLLy

aMlmikod a upheld the conservatin of tw 1kr Depwtment, the 01 i

um Room::lt exre potv nat Theodore Roosevelt, impr089e

bF the 2p"ean endorsement of the nwv teooalog for war, gave

.. nodwhich preoeded the creation of the original Ae-onuttal

Division within the Signal Corps in 1907. Yom Inatrumsntal ,me

Fraklin Roosevelt's blessing of th6 OM Air fo-- and asaoolated L

retwue following the disastmou Armq airmail spmoeIva. is1934,

*.and his dramatic boost to the hatering almirmai*t d~vjmn and

prodittLim ogmus tlollowi• the lesson of MAniah. Furtewr, it
I0

wma the progmeivme leadership of FR which met the tons In the

General Staff revitalluation of the late 1930's and earl]y 19)•,Om

Stie V old e w•y to the reimosuive and liberating leader-

r dsipp a' Roisheal, lveka dn In tkre to tim elevation of the

Immovatili General Arnold nd hiM ...

Wwrd Wr 1, which enabled the earl.y feundi•g of the independent

Wr, bad no great effect on the U.S. dnelopmaent other than *te

Sdoctrinal stmuat &Uac•.ad mentioned. Public disllusionment

with the too little, too lats Amerioan aerial contrbution

A 4 I.
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neverUteless led to remedial legiulation and the rmov" of the

Aviation Section from the Signal Corps to confirm the Air Service

F.4•w etgenieatio In I1920. ktween this example of the Impect of public

opinion and the next one, which remalted in the organisation of

the Aqy Air Corps In 1926, there wa the pxvx1mate Oheroio age of

doctrinal development wherein the lessons of 'the great war were

Sapplied totfuture nocds 0 It wasalso theage of

sensitive lendorship under General Patrick, who discreetly probed

the limits of rurposeful advance.

j 1Not so discreet, Billy Mitchell, after first falling to find

a solution within the oystou, took it upon hime)f to break the
Ieadlock that threatened to end the ago as well as the hope for

any further degree of independence. ills campaign to educate the

4public through writings, Interviews, 8peeche@, public hearings,

and ulimately court-martial, apparently brought forth only the

mouse that the 1926 act semod then to the united airmen and their

• outside supporters; in retrospect, the oanpaign planted the seeds

a which were to germinate into public aoceptane of a technological

developmen:t--the long-rang bomber--otherwise Incompatible with the

-., I functional and societal Iayratives.

* •Indeed a pacing influence throughout the four decades, teochno-

' &, logical perfection of the Instrument was crucial in the advance from

" ~ Army Air Corps to the Inclusion of a GHlt Air Force. In turn,

*USA 11ist~oi lc'l Study No. 89.
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teohnological progras sintemed from the ftavorable enviro•tant

e Iated ty the man rtoord-broaking Pghto kW al.ulitary and civilian U
airmen, the most spectacular being the Lindbergh triumph. Also
stipulating to the airoratb industry wes the election of a Presldent

"open to now Ideas. Of oourso, the traditional concern for military[

eooncq militated against the production of costly aircraft as they

competed for defonso and social wolfare dollars In a period over-

shadowed by economic deprosaion. Movertholess, the thrust of the

riesearch and development effort was sufficient to throutan a

supremacy of parsuit aviation ai the offensive sword of air power,

a position it had enjoyed since the and of the first world war. Here

Important, in the long-range bomber (ind its associate' bombsight)

was to be found the key to the 10M sought recognition of an i [ "

independent functions which eown the Bak-or Board had to acknowledge i 94

oriented and the bombardment function generally abhorrent under the

prevailing national pasychology?

All Air Force histories suggest that one answer to our question

jis to b, found in the unique role of the Air Corp. Tactical Shool b I

between the world wars. We cmuSst that tharein is also the answer

"to the Defenso Blue Ribbon Panel's query, for it wan clearly tho

one institutionalisod "mochaisnm for change' which, after 1926,

perfectod the "Air Force idep" and earnod the etcral degrees of

143 [



1.1independerve granted up to the 1914 unifica~.in. Appropriatoly,

the s.ýbaolla motto cam to be Proflitnirs M~ro Irretenti--"Wo )Mke

* '~ j Progras Unhindorod by Customt." Lacking an air body of customn,

K the school's In-itruo tore and studentz accaptod the challonge,

w~king the school a dynmnto and oo'kstructivo center for the develop- 3V
4 ~aunt of doutrine. out of thin challenging and partliclpatory mitiou

& emerged the 7Iv-dora of World War IZ, strangthoetnd boy the txp':rlqnne

Tand confleentL in thtair trust. "Of 320 general officers on d~ut~y

with the LAA at the clo:9 of World War 11, 26' wore T*wL!.^al School

graduates . . . 3 four-stir gin#)ro1x--HP11ruwiy, Kemnney, end

Spant5--an 11 or the 13 three-star general 3- -Brns, Pratt, Yount,

Laker, Oiles, C7orgo, Ceanen, Vnndvnb*,rg, Stratem'oyer, Twininr.,

[-and Vhtoahtd4-wniv CrAd'ýiato3 of the school" M:iany of
the studonts--LoM:,y, for cxample--i:,jra lat'tr to translate school

Lilossons InLo dakring tanztleal innovations isk furtharance of -the zrajec I
strategic wrplans dtitailled by th',lr forowr Instructors--Kut.er, fo

exAmple. Undoubtedly, tiq cohonl exp~orjenco had sharpencd Mind3
for the coming tontj having cub bait, all v'woe prepared to fish.

Tho alruim2nla solution to th lroblont of Uth potentially Inhibiting
Ll nationi~l p,01cy was to work around it. While their superiors In

Washington araued for the bomber As a defonsiva requirement. (soon

E 0AF Ifftetilrteal Study Nlo. 100.
L tIt;AI. Sf .. l' !t~udy N~o. 100# p. 25.
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linked to the roenoe Doe trino) the Taoticel School onetingent vere

rationalizing the offensive role in a tt~eoretioal, future oriented

framework band upv'n their view of war's objective. Their original

eontribution to strategic and lactical thouGht was the daylight,

high altitudo precision bombaidment concept--it bning considerably

more sophisticatod than the Douhet version. Nov the objective

became the destruction of the enqmy will to resist through the U

destruction of his military and eamn.10 oapacity. Definition was

giyon to the old "vital centers* ooncept through the identification L4
of weak links In various strategle Industries. •Althouh the Awrioan strategic preference was iufluerved by

"the "moral blockade" of the age, it appears mainly to have been a

sincere expression of Lhe airmen'sa confidence in the efficiency i
anO economny of. effort to be aftorded by their Instrument. Also,

based on the Japanese bombing in Chins, some airmen argued against. I[
the validity of population intimidation C Significantly,

they resisted any (including War Department) arbitrary limitations

on range, speed, eta., opting for development of the instrument to i

Its limits. To bo sure, they trusted too mch to faith when, after

Chennault retired from the school, pursuit (escort) developmenttL
was permitted to lag. And, despite all their emphasis on the heavy

bomber Its production if not devolo;ment also lagged, largely due

to continuing War Department and Navy Departaeat oppoaition.

Although over 200 B-17's had been requested, only 13 were on hand at

the outbreak of Worl4 War II in Oarope. r -v

*USAF Historical Study No.i07. 115.
11.5
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Failinig in their materiel goals the alfmrn manwhile achieved

recognition of the strategic concept in tf.. MQ Air Force. Although

to Mitchell this appeared a further fragmcnt.g of ai- power, most

of the airman had come to accept the necessity for a compromise

solution by 1933, and many wore sati.sfied to give the now organiza-

tion the trial period 'lacArthur nuggested and Arnold .-conded. ,

Although this trial provud that the dividod authority bet'reen OC•C

. and the CO, ONHQ Air Force and between air and army corps cor..randers

created prblems, t~he changos to Army Air Forces in 1•]l1 and 1911.

. ! did not resolve the basic unity of command issues. Later, Arnold

headed off further problems, including possible misuse of his,

strategic force, by holding the reins of the Twentieth Air Force .--

uithin the JOS in Washington. 41

World War 31 was of course to prove the culminating point of the

indepondence movement, witl the 2.5 million man Army Air Forces

virtually autonomous at its end. In truth, both the need fo :..'±ty

i'._• and the capacity of the instrument had been amply demonstrated. .

Also demonstrated, however, was the necessity for integrated omploy-

:Li
ment of all the armed forces under a unified strategy. Follorir•g

S[j this line to what seemed to them a logical conclusion, the airmen

pressed for true unificatirn but got parity in the 19I7 National

:L ecuritor Act fedorali:va',ion compromise.
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R rlofor• by halt than the period ot getation we have alread4 revlewed# .

.. the post-wdf/ication. period of Air" Forý:eu adolebeet~a (1947-'1967) in A i

} .,

,by far- the ro difficult for the historian to ass . It's not just
•!' " .I & ca'•o of" baine still too little remove.d In tima; rather, adajusts e

pcrcteption appoars further Impairl by the mossmontal complexity of

cevprohe-Aiing the period's meanine for the prosent and future. Aware

of our limitations, we u-112 nonetheless attempt to iketch sow. of the

-more dominating in, .uences upon the organization's maturation, hoping

to account for the apparent lack or a formalized, iternal "mehancsh m

for change." Futrell has rioted the failure to restore and sustain

the old imochanism w~thn the Air University st^.m, Implying in the

proces; that the need remains. We are not sure .the answer is that

.8trimple.

SIf it is true that radical changer'tax the momentum and contimanity

of any organizatioe., we may conclude that the Ai- Force adolescence

. was a taxing period idnod, with events overwhelming plans. Only

* b•ginning to recover .rom the instant demobilization of World War II,

it was taxed first by the unification squabbles, then the Koreah War #

then the doterrent imperatiws, then the missile gap and s4,tnik, and

finally Vietn-m. To be sure, most of these events provided opportur- [
ities for growth, but hardly of the orderly kind. Praematic

* USAF Hictorleal Study No. 139

14[
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considerations necessarily replaced the theorctoal, constructs of

IAir Tactical School days. Perhaps the most taxing It not ummlome

responsibilities thrust upon the nascent orgarisation was that of

2i hour security watchman-the instant readiness for a D-day that

3 "had to be faced every day. Xf this imperative did not produce dig-

tortions it would be a wonder. But what were the alternatives?

Ironically,, the influence of air powher, upon history was to have

dotble meaning for the Air Force. An Bward Mead Saris noted, there

-were two primary effects of the successful meldrng of the aircraft
I ~ ~and Jr-Bomb, "s.

1) It changed "the political relationships between states so

drastically as to put the peacefully inclined and the militarily care-

less at a heavy initial disadvantage in arkV wr or survival," and

2) Since it threatened cities it threatened the survival of

civilization. The first of these influences coxterns the old function-

S"al imperative, so it led to acceptance of the airmen'a quest for forces-

S I in-being. The second influonce concerns the societal imperative, and

it led as certainly to resurrection of the old "moral blockade"--

now the "nuclear firebreak," And the nuclear holocaust psychology

I •produced the hope of stopporing the nuclear gani. Without making

value judments about theso developmont@, we can be certain their
_ __'_i_ _ _ _ _ _

Ed. Mood Enrle, "Tho inrluenco of Air Power Upon History,* in
O.B. Turner, A Hintor' of Military Affairs Since thm Fighteenth
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colo1ctiva Influence has beoci docisive-overshadming, khapirag, pA*ing

and dictatin,, ralativeo t t ,he idluances of doeri.ne, organisation,•0

technology, and leadership. "
The dichotomouon Impaiatiws and Inherent dileonas found in the

realised promdsq of air power, in effects at orm required strong arms

and arms controls centralization and decentralization of authority,

military and civilian cecportise, erpa3nSO and econoiqy, flexibility and [
.. rigidity of will, incremental Improvement of existing systems and

"I. feh.ological breakthroughc. They both advanced and retarded devolop-

rent of the sai.e woapon (ICE*%, produced an innovative but alternately [3
valid or wasteful devolopmental process (concurrency), required more::and z div e systems which appeared t o compete agLinst one another

(missile va. aircraft; bomber vs. fighter) in a time of prohibitively 0"

S • ~risin costs (*cost squeeze"). L

In su, the imperatives and dilemmas of the 1947-1967 defense L ;

environment would demand both military progressivism and military

conservatism. Arnold drew that lesson 'from the early heritage and

from the teohnologloal revolution born of mating sciontiftic/engineering n ,
*excellenoe and military purpose, following a oourtship he had encouraged ,

In mars ways,, inoludIng the plnnting of the germinal seod of RAND.

S }.The wartimo embroilment of the airmon with the civilian wan, it neems,

a significant faotor in the emaorgnoe of the USAF as a fully oompotitive

organization at birthe for sustonance, It neodod to draw upon all Li)
av&. able strengths. But Arnold could not forget vhat to him had

1K i' -14
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sweemd the uy I.nhibiting tfetor in the early struggle, "the or"

haunting tihe airmn to the asen VFor what purposo?" That lesson

va answered when he pa.eod the baton to SpeAts, and premsmably at

evw7 subsequent turnover.

SWAat, If arthirng, can be concluded fr*m this obviously limited

review of a coplex question and equally complex history? First, we

4weould guess that despite tha evidence of the early heritage, the key ."

Sto successful gaenration of or adaptation to change is not to be found

in organi•atlon Der so. although ue knowv certain organisational forms

tend either to inhibit or facilitate change. What distinguished the

SearJy heritage, Including the Air Tactical School euviroziwent, was

the e1ia, the fraternalism, the sense of style and purpose which per-

- meated it. Those air,. n were different and they knew It, and they knew

"for what purposo." They learned th3 ýard way that "air force plus

Intellect equs3o air power." The uhity they achieved Was born of the

response to challenge. Since there is no lack of such challenge

L today--including the need to resist any so3se of drifi or guilt the

t environment of the adolescent stage tempted--the Air Force is in good :

L ' position to depend on its personnel and educational systems as a

I L sensible mechanism ror both 'adapting to external change kr studying

the environment (and u arfaro in general) and for promoting internal
f

change through critical no!'fanalysis.
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ROL93 AND MISSIONS Of THE MARINE CORPS 123
President Harry Truman once stated -- and then hastily [1

apologized for it -- that the Marine Corps was the Navy's
police force and that It had a propaganda machine that was
almost equal to Stalin's. The apology was demanded by an ,
outraged Congrebs and American public whion considered the "
charge neither an accurate portrayal of Marlne Corps roles
and missions nor an apt description of the unique corner
which the Marines hold In the heart of the American public. .

Status of the Marine Corps within the Department of the
Navy and the relationship between the U. S. Navy and the %l?
Marine Corps has been the subject ror considerable confu-
sion, however. This lack of understanding has been based
partially on the circumstances urler which the Navy and
the Marine Corps were created, and the manner In which LJi
the terms "U. S. Navy" and "Naval Establlhment" or "Depart-

ment of Navy" Is essential In any discussion to understand [ -...<
the relationship between the two naval services.

In brief, the term "Naval Establishment" erbraces all
the activities under the supervision and control of the
Secretary of the Navy. This term Is defined in Public Law11
432; It is synonymous with the term "Department of Navy"
as defined in the National Security Act of 1947. Converse-
ly, the term "U. S. Navy" has been taken to mean the
vessels of war and their crews as well as all supporting
activities of the fleets, both ashore and afloat. The
Marine Corps is an Integral part of the Department of the
Navy; it is not a part of the U. S. Navy.

In view of the variability ot the term, "U. S. Navy," J
it is little wonder that authorities often appear confused
as to the status of the Marine Corps In relation to the
Navy. But from a careful study of the historical develop-
ment of th' Navy and the Marine Corps and the laws which
pertain to the military establishment, It is clear that
the Marine Corps is a distinct military service within
the Dc-partment uf the Navy, that Its Commandant has always
been subject only to the control of the Secretary of the
Navy within the Department of the Navy; and that the Marine
Corps Is char•;cd by law with certain, distinct functions .
and respondibilttlet as a separate service. The National
Security Act of 1947, which wrought revolutionary changes
In the overall organization for national defense, did
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nothing to alter this twmflo1l-velationshIp between the
Navy and the Marine Corps within the Department of the

p Navy. In fact, uhe act served to strengthen and claritfy
that relationship.

This short history of the Marine Corps is an examina-
• tion of the roles and missions which have been assigned tothe Marino Corps both by tradition and by law; the rela-

tionship of the Marine Corps to the other services; and
L the effect upon the Marine Corps of reorganlsation efforts

within the military establishment over the past quarter-6
1 century.

Today the Marine Corps looks back on more than 195
years of faithful service to this country. Some of those
years have been spent In watchful vigilance on far-flung
outposts around the world; some of it has been in violent
conflict against the enemies of this country. But regard-
less of the tasks aisigned, all Marine Corps service has
been marked by dedication and devotion to the Ideals and
objectives of this country.

"One of the former Commandants of the Marine Corps, 0

General Clifton B. Cates expressed it thus:

"The reputation of the Corps -- the manner

' t In which It Is looked upon by the American
people whom it serves -- is a priceless

SI asset. It was established in faithful and
unswerving service rendered with a high

- . order of professlonalism and competency at
•, 9 all tites. A great part of it was due to
. Ithe successes of Marines in battle. A

significant fraction comes, however, from
the fact that habitually Marines discharge .
any job assigned In a satisractory manner."

Although the Marine Corps is most readily identified
" •with amphibious operations and doctrine, landing of assault

, I forces over a hostile beach is jujt one of the skills of
the Marine Corps. Versatility is a well-known attribute

.? I of the Corps; and dating from the Revolutionary War,
,. J United States Marines have performed a wide variety of

roles and missions In tthe national interest. Commenctng

with the action by the Continental Congress on 10 November
1775, in which two battalions of Marines "acquainted with
maritime affairs as to be able to serve to advantage bysea, If required," were authorized, the Marine Corps has

1 been a full-fledged partner of the U. S. Navy in most of
I those endeavors.
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The Continental Congress, apparently understanding F,

that Marine duties would be the conventional ones performed [L
In naval vessels afloat, did not specify a particular
mission for the Marines thus authorized. However, since
expeditionary employment of permanently organized tactical
units of Marines was an established practice in the British
service, U. S. Marines were first considered for a raiding
operation on Nova Scotia and then later actually employed
in the seizure of New Provideneo In the Bahamas in March,
1776, and in an amphibious o,.eretion carried out against

the British advance naval base on Penobscot Bay in 1779.

A new Marine mission had also evolved in 1776 when a 1 "
battalion of three companies of Continental Marines were
assigned to Wash~ington's army for service as infantry
troops during the Trenton-Princeton campaign. This Initi-
ated a practice, continued through the present day, for

Marines to reinforce the Army for land operations when
additional troops are needed. By the end of the Revolu-
tionary 'ar, Continental Marines had discharged three
mi'ssions -- service afloat, amphibious operations, and land .
warfare in support of the Army. Each set a precedent for
the traditional role of Marines, and each is still continued
as a mission of the Marine Corps.

Disbanded In 1783, the Marine Corps was reestablished
by Congress as a distinct service in 1798. Two passages
of that 1798 act provided the basis for assigning dutiesi"
to the new Corps, i.e., service afloat and shore duty at
seacopst forts and garrisons. The law also included, "or
any other duty on shore, as the President, at his discre-
tion, shall- direct."

These broad roles and missions were gradually defined
through the years. In i.34, Congress decreed that Marints
could be "detached for service with the Army," when autho-
rized by the President; and In 1908, an Executive Order
specified Marine Corps duties Included, Inter alia,
garrisoning of navil yards and stations within and outnide
the United States, mobile defense of naval bases outside
the U. S., and furnishing expeditionary forces for duties
beyond the seas as may be necessary in time of peace. f,

By 1909, Nnvy Regulatton3 specifically Included Marine

Corpa missions as• ervice on armed vessels of the Navy,
Intervention in foreign countries In defense of U. S.
citizens, training of foreign military forcer, operations
in support of other nervices, security forces fur naval
installations, defense of advance naval bases outside the
United States, and conduct of amphibious operations.
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These roles and missions, however, did not evolve with-
out considerable Influent* by events through the yearr. With
the building of the new steam-powered navy of armforad ships
and long-range guns in the 1890'., the Navy considered that
Marines afloat were no longer considered essential to *rfi-
otency or discipline of a ship. Congress u.&timately decided

4the Issue, and sea duty rema~n~ed as one of the Marine Corps
duties. Similarly, other events and other developments through
the years continuod to shape Marine Corps rQsPOnsioilit1ea.
Principal among those events was the acquisition of world
power stattas by the United States, resulting from the
Spanish-American War.

Marines had earlier been employed by the United States In
application of force In varying degrees to establish relations
with oriental countries, particularly Japan, China, and Korea.
But after the Spanish-American War, Incidents of political as
well as nonpolitical Intbervention became more frequent; and
Marines saw service as well In Cuba, Nicaragua, Haiti, the
Dominican Republic and Mexico. These interventi)r-s, In the

local governments were unwilling or unabli t doso Mstf
*these lnigweeby ships detachments; however, by 1927,I,

focsof brigade site were employed In China, Nicaragua, and
Hat.Mrns o9ydI those countries added up to about

9,0,about'one-half of the Marine Corps strength at that time.

A by-product of Marine Interventions was'the necessity to'
organize and train military forces for these countries In order
to provide stability through Indigenous police and military

-~ forces. Thus evolved another of the Marine Corps tanks. In
t this regard, use of Mariner as an Intervening force deserves

some comment. History shows that the United States has been
the most consistent user of such force In our past Interna-

-. ~tionil relationiships& and although the phrase, "any other duty V
on shore, as the President...shall direct" does not confer on

tv the President a special mandate to employ Marines In certain
Instances to protect lawful and legitimate Interests, the
Marine Corps has been the customary vehicle. Use of the

'a Marines Is in accord with International law, custom and prece-
dent, and landing by Marines Is less likely to be considered '
an act of war. Further, use of Marines In such Instance~s has
usually been dictated by the fact that the Marines were
readily available when and where ouch action was required.

I ~Another Marine Corps mission, to support operatlinns of
other services, evolved from thc simple expediency for
ývelnforctnq the Army with trained regular troops when
necessary. Marines were added to Army forces for operot
against the Seminoles. and Creeks In-1836 and the Mexican War
In 18'47. Marine service In the Civil War, however, was

- extremely limited.
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World War I, however, was a different story. Marlne:s real- U
Ited that there was little chance for combat In any of the
naval missions, and so the Marine command pushed for duty with
the ASP in Prance. Eventually, a total of four Marine regi-
ments saw duty in France. I n W,.rld Wa.r 11, Marines, In addi-tion to contributing in a major way to the naval campalin in

the Pscific, served with the Army in lan'd warfare in the de- i,
fense of the Philippines in 1941 rArd the recapture of those
islands in 1944 -45. Marine aircrait and artillery supported
Army forces in the latter campalgr. Additionally, the III r
Marine Amzphibious Corps served as part of the Tenth Army in
the conquest of Okinawa.

The operations in Korea in the 1950's and in the Republic
of South Vietnam at the present are ;Imilar i.nstaneez of
Marine and ArmV 'mits fighting side by side.

As indicated, Marine Corps roles and missions through tt.%
years were logical tasks assiened as dictated by events and
developments, with no real need for finite definition. In
practice, an executive order or act by Congress was'required Ll "
only when a major dispute arose as to what the Marine Corps
missions should be. However, after World War 11, pressure fo. r
the unification of services resulted, for the first time, in
a statement of statutory roles and missions -- not only for
the Marine Corps but for the Army, Navy, and Air Force. This
law, the National ?Ncurity Act of 194?, outlined in detail the
functions specifically assigned to the Marine Corps as well as
each of the other services. It Is interesting to note that
the roles and missions language cf the 1947 Act, as originally
written, has remained unchaneed; and that the original functions
have withstood intensive examination by both executive and Con-
gresslonal committees in subsequent years. Amendments to the

and missions originally assig.ned.,

It is interesting to note, at this point, that a clear under- ,
standing of the meaning of "roles" and "mls::ions" is essent~al .
to an analysis of assignments given the Marine Corps by higher
authority. Neither the word "role" nor "mission" appears In I 4
the existing lawn or directives pertaining to the present
Marine Corps. Inatead, Lhe words "duty" und "function" are
employed, and both words are uned Indlncrimtnrtely and
z synonymously in the National Security Act of 194'(, an amended, o
the bntlc law which providea for the National Military Ezatab-
llahmnt and the coordination of all governmental agonclen
contributing to the national security.

I asic organizntion and responsibilities of the Marine
4 Corps are ý.ontained in Section 206(c) of the unnmended

National Security Act of 1947, the forerunner of a number
of legislative acts, executive ordern, and committee
reports which had as a conmnon theine the reaffirmntlon of
service function3 and responsibilitles.
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The proviaions of the original Act of 194?, relating
to the Nar.p Corps, were:

""h United States Marine Corps, within

the Department of the Navy, shall Include.land combat and service forces and such
aviation am may be organic therein. The

* .arine Corps shall be organizod, trained,
and equipped to provide Fleet Marine
Forces of combined arms, together with
supporting air eomponents, for service 5
with the Fleet In the seizure or defense

I . , of bdvant.d naval bases, and for the con-
duct of such land operations as may be *

essential to the prosecution or a naval
campaign. It shall be the duty of the
Marine Corps to develop, In coordination

* with the Army and the Air Force, thoseAspects Of amphibious operations which

pertain to the tactias technique and
equipment employed by landing forces.
In addition, the M4arine Corpi shall pro- -
vide detachments and organizations for
service on armeo vessels of the Navy and

shall provide security detachments for
I the protection of property of naval sta-

tions and bases and shall perform such
other duties as the President may direct,
provided that such additional duties
shall not detract from, or interfere
with, the operatlons for which the
Marine Corps is primarily organized."

The National Security Act of 1947, as enacted and as
subsequently amended through Congressional action, fl:,tly
established the Marine Corps' position within the military
establishment. The original act clearly expressed the
Intent of Congress, as evidenced by the record of testimony
before Congressional committees and by statements b~fore
Congress by members: That the Marine Corps should enjoy
,nqueatiored utatua as one of the Armed Services of the
United States.

The act also confirmed that the Commandant of the
Marine Corps was directly renponslble to the Secretary of

* the Navy for matters under the Commandant's Jurlmdiction.
BEy treating the Navy and the Marine Corps separately In
prescribing composition and functions, and by Its detlni-
tion of the ""e;,rtment of Havy," in Section 206(a), Coneress
recogntred that a vital and IndiLooluble relationship
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existed between the naval servios and reaffirmed the
* historical fact that the Navy and the Marine Corps are

distinct and separate services with the Department of
the Navy.

In discussing the Act of 1947, the Commandant, General
Alexander A. Vandegrift wrote In 1948:

"All the foregoiflg (functions) are factaal.
They admit of no Interpretation, and com-
bine to form a direct mandate. It is the
Commandant's position that none shall bt
slighted, that all shall be implemented
with the full energy of the Corps."

Later amendments to this act and later modifications
Of asslgrd tasks have not affected thp basic missions of
the Marine Corps; however, several later documents are
worthy of note. These include the Department of Defense
Directive 5100.1 of 31 December 1958, "Functions of the
Department of Defense and its Major Components," in which
the Marine Corps was invested with the primary Interest
in development of those landing force doctrines, tsctics,
techniques, and equipment which are of common interest to
the Army and the Marine Corps. Similarly, Army primacy
in airborne operations was also established. This so-
called "Functions Paper," actually restated the functions
contained In the Act of 1947, and as revised in 1953 and
1958 to adjust to changes In the National Security Act of
1947. Similarly, functions assigned the Marine Corps were
not changed by the publication of another document by the

Departments of the Navy, Army, and Air Fqrce, Joint Action
Armed Forces or Its successor, Unified Action Armed Forces,
published by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1959.

The amendments to the National Security Act of 1947
* have contained many comforting assurances for Marines.

, •However, the assigned responsibility for development
functions relative to landing force mattersi In amphibious
operations has been paramount.

This legal mandate demanded that the Marine Corps take
the lead in research in landing force matters, and that
the Marine Corps make available to the other services all
of the renults of this research for their consideration,
acceptance, modification or rejection -- depending upon
their Individual needs. To the Marine Corps, this function
wan considered rea(Tirniation of what Marines had long con-

* sidered az theIr pr1mary mission: The maintenance of
combat ready air-ground landing forces of co, bined arms,

( ~thoroughly trained in amphiblotis tactics and ,;echnlques
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Marines, in fact, considered the act as authority for
the amphibious development work which they had been carry-
I ing on since 1902.

DEVELOPMENT OF AMPHIBIOUS DOCTRINE

. Although some post-World War I photographs show Marines
leaping from wha2eboats into the surf at Culebra and other
Caribbean islands in rudimentary amphibious landing drills,
Marine Corps interest and absorption in the manifold prob-
lems of landir;• assault forces from the sea over defended
shorelinez actually dated from the Spanish-American War
when a battalion of Marines landed at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba F
to 5eize an advance naval base. Later assigned the purely
defensive missions cV protecting such naval bases, the

-. Marines turned the time to good advantage by studying how
Sbest such isolated bases could be attacked. To the Marines,
. the only practical way to seize a shore installation in

hostile waters was by amphibious assault. Amphibious
doctrine of today, as a concept, began with that belief.

• "•The British disaster at Gallipoli in the Dardanelles In

* U 1915 almost sounded the death knell for the ship-to-shore.I i .. assault. The amphibious landing calculated to threaten the
"Central Powers' southern flank was sketchily planned and

. - prepared, support fire was badly coordinatel, the operation
- ended in a dismal failure, and professional military opinion

agreed that he amphibious assault could not prevail against
modern firepower.

But the Ma. tnes persisted in their attempts to develop
amphibious techniques, and a series of practice amphibious'• • • landings in conJu-icticn with U. S. Fleet exercises{
strengthened their beliei that amphibious assault doctrine
was feasible.

Another event co., 'A-rably aided this belief. The
acquisition by Japan c.' -he former German islands in the
Pacific under the Versafllir Treaty drastically changed

i "the strates;ic balance of pow-r in that area, and Japan now

possesseu a deep zone of izlazý: rutposts. Fortified and
supported by a first class fleet, they constituted a
serious obstacle to continued operations of the United
States Fleet in the Pacific.

Marine Major Earl Ellis, who drafted the original plan
for the amphibious assault of key Central Pacific islands
in the event of future hostilities with Japan, is generilly
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given credit for onvteal recognrtion of this strategic ".

shift. This plan became the basic war plan for operations
In the Pacific, anc, the amphibiotu, doctrine developed by Uthe Marine Cor-ps over the years In the face of strong neg-

ative sentimenth provided the basic tactics and techniques 04I
used by both the Marine Corps and U. S. Army forces In
those Pacific operations and other amphibious landingsin Europe. ••

[During World War I, at least 171 amphibious landings
of varying scale were conducted by Marine and Army fqrces,
of which 70 are known to have been opposed. Of those 70,
only two were unsuccessful; and these were assaults of a
minor nature and hastily planned and executed.

One account of the history of amphibious warfare
expressed It thus: ,

"That the U. S. Army was able to train
troops so quickly for crossing beaches •
held by hostile nations is attributable to
its own flexibility and leadership, and
equally Important, to the availability for
its guidance of a sound body of amphibious
doctrine previously drawn up by the United . :
States Navy and the Marine Cdrps." u .

The original Navy-Marine Corps concept of amphibious J.
doctrine was expressed in a 1934 document, Tentative Manual
for Landing Operations prepared for instruction in amphibi-
ous warfare in the "larine Corps Schools. It served as aguidebook for all t,,ý early landing exercises which theNavy and the Marine Corps held each year until World War

IT. It was adopted with revisions by the Navy In 1938
under the title, Landing Operations Doctrine, Fleet Trlnin
Publication 167, and became official doctrinae for landhi -
operations.

The first major landings of World War II Indicated that
there wore few faults In the basic landing doctrine; how-
ever, these operations made it clear that Pc.M facets of
amphibious landings required more emphanio than previously
thought necesaary. Naval gunfire support and close air U
support In the critical periods of the movement from ship
to shore were areas In which additional improvements were
needed. The need for more suitable landing craft and
vehicles, as foreseen In the Tentative Maxnual, was especially -

made clear. Later, significant Improvements in fire support
and landing craft and vehicles were made which enabled U. S. r ¶
forces to conduct landings with greatly increased potential
for success.
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Among the most signifiart developments were two assault
vehicles -- amphibian tractirs (LVTs or tiacked landing

i• .r vehicles) for the Marines, and the amphibian truck, DUXW,

for the Army. The eventual evolution of the amphibian
tractor from the rudimentary vehicles of the early 194019
to the present multi-purpose model of 1970 with five con-
figurations for differing tasks is a testimonial to the !
far-sightedness and tenacity of Marine officers who saw
this vehicle as an integral part of the concept of amphibi-
ous warfare and who persisted in its conception, and
development, and utilization in spite of many setbacks.
M•aine Corps efforts to develop, obtain, and perfect this
amphibious vehicle is but oae instance of the dedication "
demonstrated by the Marines in developing equipment for
amphibious assault landings.

A Development of amphibious equipment and improvement of 1.
fire support, however, was only a minor part of amphibious
as3sault landing development. By the end of the World War
SII, when truly major landings were undertaken in Europe
and the Weitern Pacific, all aspects of the intricate
planning and coordination necessary for assembling shipsii and forces for successful execution of a truly complex
operation had been mastered.

By war's end, the battle had been carried to the door-
steps of our enemies in Japan and Europe on the landing

force concepts and amphibious doctrine first -examined and
w practiced by the Navy-Marine Corps team some 20 years

earlier. However, military orthodoxy minimized the sur-
vivability of this concept in the face of nuclear weaponry,
and for a time it appeared that military experts who pre-
dicted that there would never again be another amphibious

landing might be right. Events in South Korea, however,
only five years later would require the Navy and MarineI Corps once again to land an assault force over the defended
shorelines of an enemy, And by that time, enactment of

laws establishing the Marine Corps as responsible for
.. ,mhiblou doctrine ensured that this country would con-

' _" tinue to improve its unique capability for projecting
military power from the sea.

After World War iI, the Marine Corps -- which had
reached a peak strength of more than 500,000 in 1945 --

-. faced a number of tasks, all requiring immediate attention.
"Chief among thece was the requirement to demobilize while
still maintaining sizeable occupation forces in the Pacific.
Another was the requirement to shape an organization for a

£ , post-war regular force. Additionally, the Marine Corps wan
faced with the problem of responding to new challenges to
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amphibious doctrine inspired by the advent of the atomqic
bomb; as well an confronting the problem of what one fli
historian has described as "Ill-defined but disturbing Li.
pressures for extensive reorganization of the defense
establishment which boded nothing but trouble for the
Marine Corps."|.

Recommendations for reorganization of the defense
establishment had been triggered during the latter stages Dir
of World Wsr II by the increased size of the armed forces

, and by the proposed establishment of the Alr .Force as a
separate service, distinct from the Are'•j. With these
proposals came the requirement for new definitions of
roles and missions. In this vein, various ideas were
proposed for the Marine Corps of the future, Includingthat the Plarines be allowed to r'lght only In combat opera-•
tiors in .which the Navy alone was interested and that the 13
Marines be restricted only to waterborne aspects of amphib-

ious operations. The Act of 1917, which established theMarine Corps in a continuing amphibious role, is a testi-

monial to the awareness of this country's leaders for tne
continuing requirement for an amphibious capability. I

I; III

REORGANIZATION EFFORTS . "

In the decade after World War II, 1945-1955, scarcely
a year passed that concerted attempts were not made to effect j
major reorganization of the military establishment. SomeI
were bona-fide attempts to improve the military establish-
ment; others were attempts by service partisans to realize
singular aspirations. Throughout this period, the Navy and
the Marine Corps recognized the requirement for reorganiza-
tion of the Armed Forces but steadfastly held to a position
In opposition to the establishment of a single General Staff,
feeling that such a staff might eventually come under the H
domination of one or more services to the neglect and

* detriment of the other services.

As the pressure for reorganization of the military
establishment mounted, the Marine Corps maintained a policy
of close cooperation with the U. S. Navy In all matters of
common concern so as to enhance the ability of the Marine
Corps to carry out its assigned functions. The Mirine Corps
policy was not calculated to acquire additional status or
authority; rathcr, it was only to preserve the identity and
integrity of the Marine Corps within the Department of the
Navy, as established by statutes.
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SDuring this period of Intense examination of the roles
and Missions which the various services were to hold InIEIthe post-war years, the Marine Corps held that militaryforces should be gr'ouped permanently on the basis of

identity of those missions, regardless of the natural
media In which the various components might have to operate.
This was in opposition to othee concepts which held that
all air assets should be grouped, all land assets grouped,
and all sea assets grouped. The Navy and the Marine Corps

L LI have always held that permanent grouping based on identity
of mission results in greater operating efficiency.

Resolution of the conflicting viewpoints relative to
a general staff and assigned functions of the various
services led to tho National Security Act of 1947, as

previously discussed, in which functions of the Marine. ~Corps and the other service's were delineated'.,,

The Act of 1947 created, Lnter alia the office of the i.
Secretary of Defense, provided for the administration of
the service departments as individual executive departinents

" . •by' their tespective secretaries under the general super-
vision of the Secretary of Defense, perpetuated the World

* •War Il-born Joint Chiefs of Staff, authorized a Joint Staff, * I
and established the Air Force as a separate service. A

Although the 1947 mandate established a viable defense I
"establishment, reorganization efforts were continued by

. service partisans who had not been fully satisfied by the ,'.Act of 1947. A nuber of proposals were re-examined and
a number of changes were created by the later Security Act

Amendments, none of which affected seriously the functions .
assigned to the Marine Corps. In fact, the major directive'
"effecting the Marine Corps was the so-called "Key West -
Agreement," In 1948, which constituted a restatement of
service roles and missions, and which imposed upon the.,--• Marine Corps an ultimate mobilization ceiling of four -.

' "• ~divisions -- an arbitrary limitation which had no relation- .
•i' • ship to either mobilization capabilities or requirements

4in event of war.

In 1949, reorganizational proposals continued to fly,
T most of which had as their aim more efficient and economical

operation of the military establishment without change in
the basic organization. Marine Corps concern centered on
proposals that would empower and allow the Secretary of
Defense and top-level defense agencies to transfer roles
and missions, personnel., and appropriations from one
service to another.

v -164



,. .. . .. .•... ."

S4.;'

The Security Act Amendments enacted during 1949 con-
centrated on affecting reorganizational changec within
the Secretary of Defense offices, now called the Department
of Defense. These amendments, in the main, enhanced the
authority of the Secretary of Defense.

The amendmenr.s specifically stated that the combatant

functions assigned to each nilitary service by the original jj
Security Act could not be transterred, reassigned, abolished, J ,

or curtailed; and that these combatant functions should not
be impaired by the transfer or assignment of personnel, or
by use or withholding of Department of Defense funds.

'" ~ ~~Later oin 1949, the Committee on the Armed Services ofI•[,
the House of Representatives opened hearings on unification

and strategy. These hearings were in effect a continuation
of previous hearings which had opened with an examination
of irregularities in the procurement of the B-36 bomber and
had carried through an examination of the Defense Depart-L,
ment's broad ,oncepts of national defense and the role of V "
each service in that concept.

The Navy and the Marine Corps, advocttinE adherence to
the 1947 Security Act, charged that the Defedse Department
was trying to vitiate the asFsignment of service roles and
missions and relegate the Navy and the Marine Corps to an
insignificant and militarily unsound role in the defensestructure. •[•<

Basically, the Navy and the Marine Corps sought a
rualistic concept of national defense devoid of inter-
service political considerations and recognitioi of the
principle that each service shoulcd be free to develop and
exploit ita intrinsic capabilities to the utmost within
the framework established earlier In the National Security ri
Act of 1947. LJ(

However, by 1949, the defense budget had begun to exert [1 i
moro of an influence on the military establishment. Now, L
each service was supported within one budget, and the
atrategio plan for defense had become the Justification
for budget appropriations. Thus, each service was forced
to contust among the other services for what it considered
its proper shnre of the defense budget.

Emphasis shifted to fundamental disagreements among the LI
nervice as to basic national strategy. The Navy and the
Marine Corps feared that the naval services would be
relegated to an inferior role in any future conflict
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because it was felt that the nation's civilian and military
leaders did not fully understand or appreciate the role of i

.3 seapower in national mtrategy.

The inter-service debate was not confined to Congress
or the services; it was carried into the public forum and
the period was one of highly charged opinions from all

* • sides over matters of strategy and the allocation of
I defense funds.

The Marine Corps position, In the hearings by the House
* Armed Services Committee, was to the effect that proposed

I plans to limit the size of the Marine Corps to regimental
size organizations, to divest the Marine Corps of ItsIamphibious role, and to prohibit expansion of the Corps
in event of war would serve to reduce the striking power
of this country all out of proportion to the economies
which would be achieved thereby. The Commandant of the ,•
Marine Corps, General Clifton B. Cates, noted that Important
matters affecting and involving the Marine Corps were, in
fact, being decided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the

V Joint Staff without the Msrine Corps having a voice In thft
matter..

- The Committee report on Unification and Strategy was
released in March 1950, and several of its ccnclisions had
direct and Important application to the position of the
Marine Corps within the Department of Defense. The report
was prelude to later enactment of legislation favorable to I
the Marine Corps. By August of 1950, moreover, the nation
was involved in the Korean War, and the Marine Corps'
ability to respond immediately to a contingency situation
and its brilliantly successful amphibious assault landing
at Inchon had engendered an increased fondness in the hearts
of the American public.

In June, 1952, Public Law 416, incorporating many
recommendations made in 1950 was enacted. In addition to
fixing a floor of three combat divisions and three air
wings for the Marine Corps, this legislation gave the
Commandant the right to sit with the Joint Chiefs of Staff
as a co-equal In respect to any matter of dire:t interest

.. •to the Marine Corps. Thus, the Commandant had a voice
equal to any one of the Chiefs in the formulation of
strategy and the determination of forces required for
executing national strategy. This provision brought theMarine Corps into the main stream or military otrategic
planning from which it had been previously excluded.

* 7
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Da( the time of passage of Publli Law 416, the defense
Sestab ishment had been subjected to seven years c" intense
Inspection by the Congress and the public and equally close Ut
Introspection of itself. However, attempts to review the
top level military planning organization still continued. ,

Aim of the defense critics was to eliminate alleged flaws
in the organization which purportedly weakened planning. j
Modifi-:2,.ons rec.,imended included unification of the
services and strengthened civilian control.

General Cates, In his testimony before the so-called
Rockefeller Committee convened In 1953 to air these .
recommendations, expressed his confidence in the present
system, stating:

"As I have noted earlier, there are areas
where it (Department of Defense) may be
materially improved through & scrupulous
adherence to the existing law. I believe
that in just such adherence lies the pro- . ;" 1
gress and the Improvement which this
Committee is seeking." "

The Rockefeller Committee report formed the basis for * *1

the Recrganization Plan #6 of 1953. The plan authorized
certain actions by the Secretary of Defense and abolished
several boards and agencies. It did not, however, address L.,
the entire question of service functions, although earlier
recommendations to review this aspect had been made by one
of the services. The other services however, expressedL
the view that roles and missions of the Services, as
expressed in the Functions Paper, were clear, and that the
document provided reasonable, workable guidance for 1!service programs.

Through the years 1952 to 1958, changes directed by
Reorganization Plan #6 were implemented, among them being"B
the increase of Assistant Secretaries of Defense frbm six
to nine. With this Increase, emphasis within the Defense
Department seemingly shifted from an examination of roles
and missions of the services to a closer examination of

• ' the authority and operations of the agencies wJ thin the

department. In effect, nine assistant secretaries were
n.,.# positioned to coordinate their particular specialties
and interests within three military departments -- and
four services. This had the effect of spreading top rfl
echelon control horizontally through the Department of
Defense to pick up vertical lines of control. This Increased
civilian control of the military establInhnaint, predictably
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!E t enough, caused some concern that the authority of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff might be erodid.

In terms or the National Security Act and the later
amendments and amplifying documents, the Marine Corps

I felt that se!rvice missions had been adequately defined.
However, many compromises in the organization of the de-
fens~i structure had been effected In the years since World

~1I War II, and not all frtbmers of the various acts had been
completely happy. Thus, In 1958, the spotlight was turned
once more on the oft-debated subject or service roles and

I '? misuions and reorganization and unification of the services.

The reorganization rroposals presented to Congress ror
consideration were advanced as streamlining me..asur*3 tO
ensure the rapid response required In a missile site. In-
cluded in the proposals was one giving the Secretary of
Defense the power to transfer, reassign, abolish, or
consolidate functions authorized by law -- a new attempt
to revive an old Issue rejected In 1953. The Secretary

Committee, denied any desire for authority -to emasculate

-any of the four services. The desire was simply for the
President and the Secretary of Defense to have authority
to eliminate any overlap and duplication of functions.

Two Marine Corps generals disputed this rationale.
The then-Commandant, General Randolph 14cC. Pate, explained

-- that prescribing basic roles of the services in the law
ensures the stability esseintial for orderly administrationI
of our national defense and permits logical and systematic

-- assignment of the basic tasks. A former Commandant,
General Clifton B. Cates, was more to the point. He
stated bluntly that unless the power to transfer, consoli-
date, reassign, or abolish combatant functiotis is res3tricted

- -' by law, the Marine Corps might well wake up some morning and
find itself reorganized and consolidated and reassigned into

But Public Law 85-599, enacted In August of 1958,
* h granted In part, the power requested by the President for

the Secretary of Defense. The language of the Defense
Reorganization Act, however, -did provide for the integrity
of the Departments and Services. The new law declared
that the Departments of the Army, the Navy (including naval
aviation and the United States Marine Corps), and the Air
Force were under the direction, authority, and control of
the Secretary of Defense but provided that each military
service would be separately organized "rider its own Secretary.
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The Secretary of Defense was to provide for unified
direction under civilian control, but could not merge f
these departments or services.

Since 1958, there have been a number of individual
proposals, both Inside and outside of Congress, which
advocated further reorganization of the Department of
Defense. Most of these proposals were by avowed adher-
ants of the concept of a single chief of staff, the
eli,•nat.'.on of tnu lnd4 vidual services by merger into one LjI
service, Ind the institution or futictional commands wiithin I
that service -- all proposals which at one time or another
had been examined for feasibility and then rejected.['"

However, new impetus to the evolution of the Department
of Defense into a monolithic structure was provided by the
committee appointed by the then-Democratic Party candidate L ."

for the Presidency, Senator John F. Kennedy. This cuomittee,
headed by a former Secretary or the Air Force, Senator f~
Stuart Symington, submitted its report to President- i!
Elect Kennedy in December', ,960.

"tie comihttee,,in 'effect, proposed among other things,• -°•

to eliminate the Pepartmentc of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force; to create two new Under-Secretaries for admin-
Istration and weapons systems; create a special assistant r
to the Secretary of Defense for Aris Control; redes•gnate '-
the Chairman of the JCS as Chairman Joint Stafr; abolish
the JCS and establish a Military Advisory Council; I
establish for each service a full-time Chief who was to
report directly to the Secretary of Defense; and establish
unilfied commands for strategic missions., tactical missions, "
and continental defense missions. Other proposals related
to the relationship of the Secretary of Defense and the
Appropriations Committees or Congress.

MAIn difference between the Symington Report and other UK
proposals extant at the time concerned the quentlon of
eventual military control. One school of thought held that
military control should be vested In a single Chief of U
Ztafr; the "ymfi.gton Committee proponed that t.he Secretary
of Dorfense would be the unquev'tioned authority over all
elements of the Departmont of Def'ennn at all levels. Con-
aolidatlon of activities and procedurtal change.V directed
within the Department of Defenve organIzatlon cInce 19(0
have tended to follow the trend of the Syming.ton R-port.
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These trends were indicated by the establishment of che•" • Defense Communications Agency, the Defense Intelligence

Agency, and the Defense Supply Agency, all forerunners of
•, -future consolidations of services or specialties under one

r! centrftlized control.

Further centralization of control within the Department

of Defense Force 8tructure anJ Financlil Programming System,
which was conceived to bridge the gap between service plans
and programs and the budget. This ,;ystem of planning, pro- ,
gramming and costing requires detailed Justification of all

L forces and program changes over an established dollar,
Ow force, or personnel level.

Another noticeable change has been wrougnt by tho
A* unified specified command concept In which the veparate

military departments are far removed from the operational
channels and are only required to provide forces, organized,
trained, and equipped for various types of combat to unified
commanders who will employ the forces under the direction of
the President, the Sec-etary of Derense, and the Joint Chiefs• : ~of Staff. •

•. IV

"THE MARINE AIR/GROUND TEAM,!

. There are, two operational concepts which the Marine Corps
has developed through the years which have figured prom-
inently in the advancement of amphibious warfare. These are
the Marine Corps' concept of close air support as part of

" . the Marine air/ground team; and the vertical assault by
Marine forces in helicopters as part of the ship-to-shore
movement of amphibious forces. Each of these conzepts will

-• be briefly discussed in the following sections:

Close Air Suppeort in the U. S. Marine Corps
Doctrine and Practico

Miarine Corps aviation has been an integral part of both
t -,u avy and the Marine Corpn since- 1912, when two officers
one an enlbsted Marine were detailed to undergo aviation

r. t.taining at Annapolis, Maryland. In Octohbr 1917, the first
Marine aviation unit was or ganized and equipped for nervice
overseas in World War I, and was given a mission of support-
,lh•g Marine infantry ir France. The exigencies of war pre-

vented fulfillment of this particular mi.sion, although
Marine pilcts and planes participated f,.Ily in the war.
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In th.-., pot-a ye.s Maie vaia ntswr

L.r-aniIel to opf-ratrt with P~arine cocrps *xpedit~lor-ary bri-4
!ni~ 'iv ntc Dnmtng,. and 4&iti, Li'e Lathezr~eek fly~ra

and air,ý,u'.t ýer'f, e:njloyod In pv~ralýý,ng, reoonrAissanote
and da'tiilery a.-ottinot tal~slans.

Thoorgnictin 0' t,, let Mrin Pocein '.933 and

Corps planners as they wrote what was to appear fina±llY In

was ;,th basiic ma~nual for the nonduct (if ar.1phibious assault
* 'Perations in World War 17. First published In 193-3, It

stated:

"Marine pilots and observers -my~ to util--
ized in Naval planeis -engagvd in land
reconnaissance, att~ack In support of
-,round ooerat ions, and other air missions
for wi-,ih th-e:; may be spe~i~lly trnair~ed."

In early .1939, the Secretary of the Navy-approv-1 the
fc~lowing mission and organilzation of* Marine Corps .;vlation:

"Marine Corp_- aviatior is to be eqt.ipped,
orgarn1z.:d and trained pý-Imartly *:or the
suvpport nf the Fluet Mar~ne Pnroe iot
landing operations and in nurport of
troop avativiti-ýs In th( fle1'J; andsec,.ndarily an~ replacement squadrons for
carrier-based naval aircraft..."

Thus, as the United States preparýe1 for World War IT, the
doctrIne for employmcn'ý of Mvarine Corp's planes irid pilots
throug~hout the war was fixed. A review ci' cert-aili Marine
Corp.. operations ir. the PaclfJ~c provide clearcut oxamples
of how the doctrin~e and t6e;ohnirjuPti of close Ptir support
were developed and IncreasIngly reff'ned in tiucceedinig

At Guadalcaaial, as 8oon as it was feailtlv, In August
19I42, Marine squalrons were brought In to operate from
Henderr-on Field, but their basic role war, In the air dc-
fensie or th-e island and a necndar:y emnphasis wti.l placed On
air Zuppoi-t. In practice, olose air .4upp,3rt emnployed~ rit
Oup'dal anal was little chanrod from the type of preplanned,
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visually cuntrolled missions flown during the Corps'

Sexped:tionary years in the Caribbean.

A great advanco in the employment of close air support
as a supportin; arm in combat appeared during the lougaln-
ville campaign in ]ate 1943. Prior to this operation.
Marines tended 'o regard close air support as risky. .
Preparations for oloe air support at Eougainville began
with the idea or developing techniques which would result
In maximum accuracy at minimum distance from Marine lines.
Air liaison parties were organized, equipped with radios.
and trained so that each infantry command post would have
at least one man available to direct close air support
missions in comba. Pre-strike briefings by air and ground 4
officers were keys to the success of this evolutionary

technique.

As the scene of Marine operations was changed to the
Central Pacific area, hnd with each succeeding amphibious
absault, close air support techniques were improved. The
Army was kritroduced to the benefits of Marine close airSsupport in the Philippinvs campaign in 1944, when Marine

Aircraft Group 12 was crdered to support General MacArthur's
forces on Leyte. After getting their first ta-ste of what
close air support could do for them, Army units were soon
total adherents of the Marine CorDs conceot.

At Iwo Jima, in early 1945, the ?,-cently organized
Marine Landing Force Air Support Control Units perfected

'• I previous techniques and doctr'.re and provided Marine ground
unrd's air support that war, more immediately responsive to
curren, needs. During the later .'tages of the war, and

* , I espezially on Okinawa, improved aircraft, proven control
•- Jprocedures, and pilots skilled in providing close air

support nerved together to make *his supporting arm one of
"the mome.t oowerful that was availa:le to the infantry.

Following the end of World War II and during the pre-
Korear W~r pr.rlod, Marine doctrine emphasiz.d the concept
of the ai.r-round team and great emphasis was placed on
further Improving close air support techniques. This
interwar pcriod of training peid off in Korea, where the
1st Marine Division and Wing indeed operated an a team.
While overall direction of air operations in Korea was
the refponsibility oe the U. S. Air Force, the special
expertice of Marine air units in the field ol' close air

f support,'a- readily rouognized and they were In constant
dpma-d, not only by Marine ground units, but by other

2 :United Stcte3 and United Nations forces, as well.

172



*Aý

The advent of the Jet age in Korea, together with the
introduction of sophisticzted elentronics equipmernt de-
manded the revision of existing Close air support tech-
niques to meet the requirements of the new aircraft,

¶ equipment, and weapons-. [1
Again relying on lessons learned cumulatively following

World War II and Korea, the Marine Corps updated the
misbion of Its aviation comporient, changing little of the
old concepts. Accordingly, by 1966, the mission of Marine
aviation was:

"...to participate as the supporting air .
component of the Fleet Marine Force in theseizure and defense of advanced, naval
bases for the conduct of such land opera-
tions as may be essential to the prosecu-
tion of a naval campaign. A collateral
function of Marine Corps aviation is to
participate as an Integral component of
naval aviation in the execution of such
other Navy functions as the fleet ccm- F .
manders may direct. Air component tasks
include planning and employing air power
to seek out and destroy enemy forces and
supporting installations, gainin.g and
maintaining air superiority, preventing
movement of enemy forces along routes of
communications into and within the objec- T"
tive area, and providing aerial recon- []
nalssance and observation."

In Vietnam, the Ist Marine Aircraft Wing was faced with
still yet another challenge -- could the wing with its high-
perfurmanc- aircraft, intricate equipment, and sophisticated
air control system adapt to the earthy complexities of a
counterinsurgency envL'onment? Despite adverse weather
ccnditions, rugged terrain, and fluid small unit warfare,
the concept of close air support proved to be not only
worbohle but highly succeuful in the Republic of Vletnam. ._
The Marine proceus for Cetting aircraft airborne and con-
trolling them over the target was tailored to meet the
ground commanders' needs and required little alteration. In I
f'act, the system's inherent responnIvenems, flexibility, and
tight control were the salient features of close air support.
Thainka to a t1mie-tettd process for routing air requests,
the .st Wing could provide the ground commanders with pre-
planned strikes for scheduled operations or lwned.tate on-
call air suppor't in cases of emergency.
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• :During these strikes, Forwar-d Air Controllers attached
to the supported unit, or Tactical Air Controllers (Air-

borne) in light observation craft over the target area
controlled the attack aircraft for the most efficient
application of firepower and precluded the possibility of
inflicting casualties on friendly troops. The entire
effort to date Is balanced and rapid, and provid-n the man
on the ground with the most professional and ef ive air
support In history.

Evolution of NelicoDter Warfare

I ai The era of nuclear warfare ostensibly foreto)P the doom
I of amphibious warfare as the United States knew it during

I _. World War II. Marine observers of the nuclear tests at
Bikini Atoll in 2946 were convinced that future amphibious

" I -* task forces could be destroyed by a nuclear armed enemy
- -.o unless new concepts were developed to execute the amphib-

""ius mission1  in December 1946, General A. A. Vandergrift,
then Commanda~n•l of the Marine Corps, s igned the dir'ective
creating an experimental helicopter squadron (HM4X-l) at
Quantico, Virginia to explore the military potential of
helicopters particularly in the amphibious role and to
develop tactics and techniques for their employment. Thus,
the Marine Corps, last of the U. S. military services to
have a helicopter, became the ftrst to launch a long-range
program of developing helicopter combat techniques.4I

"" HMX-l had been training pilots and enlisted personnd!,
as well as developing an :n-phibious vertical assault
doctrine for- 2 1/2 years, when the Korean war broke out.

* . The doctrine developed in theory and practiced in training
exercises, proved valid in the ensuring combat operations.
initially helicopters were ased for command and liaison
flights, rescue and medical evacuation missions, as well
a.3 reconnaisocare and emergency re-supply roles. H:wrver,
before the crifllct enued, such combat operations as the
lift of an tnt&ntry company to the frnnt line were followed

*- by the landing of a conpany at night and the relief of a
i'ully cqulppect battalion on the front linen. These pioneer

precepts of' helicopter doctrine were quickly recognized by
-. the Army nrnd Ali, Force, and they both enlarged the scope

of their hnlieopter operations In 1952.

As the technology provided larger and more efficient
"" heltcopters, the Marine Corpn continu,:d to develop the

vertical an:!ault doctrine to fully exploit thin added cap-
ability. The multi-deck concept of laurching the landing

-. force from widely separated amphibious ships while "over the
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horizon" from enemy beaches was successfully tested in the
mid-sixties in such exercises as "Quick Kick V" at Onslow
Beach, North Carolina and "Steelpike" in Spain. The first
night combat helicopter amphibious assault was accomplished
during the Doirinican Republic crisis in 1965. With the
advent of the large U. S. combat commitment in Vietnam, E:
helicopter operations have become common place. The U. S.
Army, l'ollowing the Marine Corps lead, developed the Air
Mobile division to increase responsiveness and mobility
of the foot soldier in the counter lnsur.ency environment.[
Since the beginning of the build-up in Vietnam, the Marine
Ceorps and Navy have executed repeated amphibious operations -
along the coast of Vietnam, sometimes assaulting the beaches L
and other times leap-frogging the beaches by helicopter and

striking the enemy In the hinderland. Operation Dewey .

Canyon, which was conducted in the Ashau Valley of Vietnamin 1969, was a totally helicopter dependent combat opera-L
tion in mountainous jungle terrain. Helicopters supported
this multi-battalion operation in sustained combat over
support lines exceeding 50 kilometers from the nearest
supply base under extremely adverse weather conditions.
Thus, the techniques, tactics and doctrine ponceived by
HM4X-I over 20 years before and refined by the Marine Corps
during the interim, have proven to be valid in the present
day counterinsurgency environmeht.

SUMMARY

This short history of the Marine Corps has detailed the
relationship of the Marine Corps within the Department of

the Navy, outlined the 194-year traditional role of the
Marine Corps In the military establishment of this nation,

and traced the development or statutory roles and missions.
The development of amphibious doctrine, about which books
could and have been written, is reported only to the extent
required to show Marine Corps dedication and championship
of this unique capability. This nation has long recognized
the tequirement for sea power -- naval forces which can
ensure the freedom of the seas and unhindered use of inter-
national waters, and amphibious assault forces which can
project the power of this country across the littorals of Li
a nation -- and against force, If required.

The Mnrl,-ý Corps, together with the U. S. Navy as part [3
of the Navy/Marine Corps Amphibious Team, is uniquely
qualified by mission, doctrine, capability, and experience
to provide this entry/reentry capability.
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(Qrlil o2* the Joint Chlefs oC.Statf

The Joint Chiefs of Staff came into being to meet an
lmnmediate need, without a background of long study and fli :ipeclr'ic decision within the US Government regarding the

most effective form of higher military organization for war.
With the entry of the United States into the war after the
Pearl Harbor attack on 7 December 1941, some form of US8- p A
British military cooperation and coordination became neces-
sary. The problem was addressed at the ARCADIA Conrerence V
hetweeln President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill and
their advisors, held in Washington during the period 22 1
December 19A1-14 January 1942. At this conference the ,

Comine Chefsof t~f (CS)were etbihda h
supreme military body for the strategic direction of the
Atiglo-Amertcan military effort in World War II.

As his military assistants at the ARCADIA Conference
Prime Minister Churchill had present the British Chiefs of
Staff Committee, a body consisting of the First Sea Lord,
the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, and the Chief of
Air Staff. In existence since 1923, this committee held a i
crporate responsibility for the command and strategic
direction of the forces of the United Kingdom and for pro-
vtding military advice to the Prime Minister and the War
Cabinet.

The United States at that time had no agency comparable F
to the British Chiefs of Staff Committee In stature and Li
responsibility. A Joint Board of the Army and Navy had
prepared Joint war plans and dealt with questions .'- Inte*r-
service coordination during the prewar years. Its member-ship or eight officers, however, d~d not fully encompass the :

chiefs of staff level of the US Services as constituted in
December 19i41 but did include several orficerm of leaseer

rank. lPimarily an advisory and deliberative body, the Joint U
Boat-d was not designed for direction of the Army and Navy
In wartime operations.

Acorditngly, for the military discurnsi.'nn at ARCADIA the
UN delegation consisted of the officers whone renpont-bIlItles
amaont closely matched those of the members of the 13aJ toh Is
Chlcl'La o' Stafi' Committee. The US rzepreeientativeu were never
LpJPUi'Icalty deoignuted by the President or other authorJty.
'lhelir aasumption of the duty was-simply recognized su appro- i-
prlate under the "opposite number" formula. For the US Army, E .
Ocneral Ocoree C. Marshall as Chief of Staff held a positicnr
,directly comparable to that of the Chief of the Imperial r |
acneral Staff. The responsibilities of high command In the
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US Navy had recently been divided between two officerseAdmiral Harold R. Stark as Chief of Naval Operatlons and

Admiral Ernest J. King, the Commander In Chief, US Fleet*
(COMINCdu). Both appeared as US representatives inmthe mill-i ~tary discussions, as a dual counter~part to the British First .

"Sea Lord. in arranging for US air representation, direct/ comparability was' not possible. In the United Kingdoti the

F Royal A.irForce was an autonomous service, co-equal in.all
reapects with the British Army and the Royal Navy; In the
United States, air forces functioned as integral or s3bordl-
nate elements of the Army and the Navy. The foremost spokes-
man available, however, was Lieutenant General Henry H.
Arnold, Chief of the Army Air Forces and Deputy Chief of
Staff for Air. It was recognized that when sitting as a US
representative, General Arnold could speak authoritatively
only for the air forces of the Army and that he functioned
always as a subordinate of General Marshall.

Durtng the ARCADIA meetings the US and British officers
mapped broad strategy and settled upon an organizational
arrangement for the strategic direction of the war. They
recommended establishment of the Combined Chiefs of Staff,

"j 1consisting of the British Chiefs of Staff and their "United
"States opposite numbers." With the approval of the President
and the Prime Minister, the Combined*Chiefs of Staff came into

"* operation almost immediately, holding their first numbered
'meeting on 23 January 1942.

The establishment of the Combined Chiefs of Staff had a
profound influence on the evolution of the military high
command of the United States. The four officers who had
represented the United States at ARCADIA were to continue to
sit as the US members of the Comblaed Chiefs of Staff. In
preparation for the CCS meetings ttiey would have to consult

closely and direct the preparatiol, of US position papers by
* |subordinate staff agencies. Thus the establishment of a new

organization, the "Joint US Chiees of Staff," was implicit
In the arrangement. The title followed the definition of
terms agreed t, at ARCADIA, under which "Combined" signified I
S collaboration between two or noore nations while "Joint" wasr
uned to designate the interservice collaboration of one"nation.

The Joint Ch-en's of Staf: held their first meeting on' ' 9 lFebruary 1942, to eeal *ith agenda items associated with

their C0S duties. Thercafter; an institutional development
o¢jourred at the national level that was a direct connequence
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of the fact that the authoritative leaders of the Ser~iees
had already been brought together In an organized wyt
Mpreuient teUnited States on the Combined Chiefs or stani.
The same officers, asi the Joint Chiefs of Staff, soon begirin

oas a corporate leadership for the US military
entablishment. At the national level the Joint Chiefs o.^
o3tufr became the primary agency for coordination and stra-'
tugic d?.'-ectlon or the Armay and Navy, r'esponsible directly
to the President as Commander in Chief. They advised the
President wtuh regard to war plans and strategy, military D1 Arelations with allied nations, the munitions, shippIng, and
manpower needs of the armed forices, and matters or joint
Ard y-Navy olicy. In the course of this development, which
was largely completed by t areh 1942, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff absorbed the functions or the prewar Joint BUard and
ouperseded it In the governmental structure. f

The runctions and duties of the Joint Chief s of Staff
wt-riŽ not formplly defined during the war period. They were
1ctrt free to extend their activities as needed to meet the
trequirements of the war. The desirability of pradervins this
uoeful flexibility was the chief reason offered by thd Presi-:
dent himself for declining to issue a basic directive.

During March 1942 Admiral Stark departed for a new cont -
man- in ahe United Kingdomr. The two posts of Chief of Ndval
Operations and Comp anet er in Chief, US F Inet, were combined i.

j In one individual, Admiral King, and the JCS memberahip was
taccoringly reduced to three. Shortly thereaofter, Beneral

Marshall became t onvtnced that it would be deirabe to haveL'
a foi.rth mem~ber, dealgnapted to preside at JCS meetinrs and L
maintal~n liaison with the White House. For this purpose the
Prie:-idcnt on P0 .July 1942 appointed Admiral William D. bozji~y
to the new position of Chief of Starr to the .Ommaner In
Chlef ofr the Amy and Navy.

ruTeu l vet reexponnlbility of the Joint Choern or t1Pttifs I
to Lte hvc0l int wors a cardinal feature of tieir opecr3ttur.:

duririt, Word War TI. President Rookevelt had aunumed to •he
tull hin cons tituttonal role an Commnnder in Chief, treatinedjL

Itn one iondewhat Sparate from hin othe JC dutle b an r'Thief
IaxrcuLjva . When dealing with atrategy end militbry operattohaex,
han prlerrad to work directly with the uniformed chiefr of
tothe or'vicenw rather than through the civilio n lt-anerhinp• of
th1he W tr and.Navy T)Ppartmenta. The responvibillties of the

lecreturion of war and the Navy were limited larhely to
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ta~ttetau uor admitii3tration, mobilization, and procurement. In
-thveo cir'cuinatancea the appointment taken up by Admiral Leahy

mecharnlum 'or dire'ction or the war. As Chier of Staff to the

Prer:'ldent he served as the normal channel for passing White
Sltu.o* ,{ectlion3 and requiremcnts to the Joint Chiefs or Ztart
and ('or presenting JCS views and recommendations to the
,,v•n.tlent. Thi3 arrangement did not preclude direct consul-

t r1 tatton by Prescidnt Roosevelt with Oenerala Mornhall and
Arnold anJ Admiral King, but it removed the need f'or nuch
con;rultations C'or the routine exchange or opinions, infeor
matton, -Ind direction.

-.2 A aupportIng ovranization ('or the Joint Chletc 0' Statf

cam! Into exi-zt..nce piece by piece during 19142, more In
!r npontaneouu response to the need ('or agencies to deal with

evolving requirement: than in fulfillment of any lrge or
.eun;;elous design. Moot of the new joint agencies were

created to provide US reprcsentatlven to ý; with the firittsh K
in combined commltteeL; subordinate to the ComLined Chief." of i'
""lt'iff, 'nut they also nupported the Joint Chlefs of Staff I' :1
i ,;charming responsibi•ities at the national level.

... The most important component of the JCS or,,anizatlon wan1,
the .)olnt sta'r Planners, which provided the US repre!en-
tatlon on the Combined Staff Planners. Py March its member-
';hip had been stabilized at ftve officerni: the Asni.rstant
Chier of' Staff (Plant) :)f COMINCII lleadi .r.:c:; arnd tIw) ol' hiI.
a,;:ittartn; th, Chief of the Strategy ar. Policy Group n1' 1:ne
Way. e)npartment'n Operations Divinion; or the Ausnlaturit Chlor
or 'Itri' (Plana) of the US Anmvy Air Star . Thun all tt:i.
m':mLf-rJi had major primary ve:oponolbilWt .0 in the v• Jl e
A.i'L'f, ard theIr n:ou tgnment to the Jolt.; Starr Plannavj w:;:,

Lin alditional, part-time duty.

"I fiti(oes (IrtIwing ansiotance from the.r own Service rt.aorl'r,
sthu- momleug)rl of' the Joint Staff' Plannern were lupportl, by a

Pult-tlme work'ns, grroup, the Joint (13J .,rategie CominLtcc.
, rhA tO're pr Joint [Board agenny, it had iceni tib';orh:Wd Into the

[.,rr:: (,gailyuatlon anti mode aubor-llnate to the Ji)1nt Staf'r Plan-
ri,'rf; "n !) Murc:h. The Joint US$ Strategic Conmitt;ee cono:'inted
or nix c'lteet'n oin 1;alnment Prom the war p latin divI.ilon ol' '"'

'•I tLhe. Ar~my andl Novy starff.

Another ole:,nent of' th: Initlal JC."S or!an Ir:uL on wlra Li0-.
,JroInt Intell]igtence Committeo, conul atirno of' th,: IUS m(1 ,,r'itd ,hrloh
of the C'nnbirld Tntelligence Committee. Like the .1, Mal T :•toltr
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Planner, it had a working level supporting agenoy composedor offtceft on full-time assig~nment from the Service staffs..
This body was the Joint Intelligence Subcondnittee, later"

called the Joint Intelligence Staff.

The further joint agenciles established durlag the first L
months of 1942 included the Joint Military Transportation
Committee, the Joint Meteorological Committee, the Joint '
Communications Board, the Joint Paychologieil Warfare Com- -
mittee, and the Joint New Weapons Committee. Of these, the
first three provided US membership on COS committees with
parallel titles, while the last two were strictly Joint USorganizations, The need for a committee at the JCS level to...- .

coordinate the efforts of the various agencies operating In
the psychological warfare field had first been suggested by r
the Army G-2; the Joint New Weapons Committee grew out of a- L
proposal by Dr. Vannevar Bush, Director of the Office of
Scientific Research and Development, a White House organi- Jr
zation. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also served by a '
Secretary, who headed the Joint Secretariat. ! *•

One final component of the early JCS organization was [''#
the Office of Strategic Services, the World War II forerunner ji-'.',' nti

of th: present Central Intelligence Agency. It had been
formed in 1 9 4l as the Office of the Coordinator of Informationr
(COl), a civilian agency directly responsible to the President. "'
SInvestigation convinced the Joint Chiefs of Staff that COX ** ;.

was capable of making an Important contribution to the war
effort but that its activities must be placed under military
control tr, assure proper coordination with military operations. LJK
In M'irch 1942 the Joint Chiefs cf Staff supplied the President

w4th a p:,oposed Executive Order, drafted in collaboration with
the COI Director, that would make the agency responsible to LI.-
tle Joint Chiefs of St3ff. In June, as pvrt of a broader
reordering of government operations that also included estab-
lishment of the Office of War Information, President Roosevelt
placed COX un'nr JCS Jurisdiction and redesignated it the
Office of Strategic Services..

The Wart'j ¾

The initial JCS organization that came into being during
the early monthn of 1942 was one in which the vast majority
of business furnelled through one undermanned and part-timeagency, the Joint 33taf'f Planners. The limitations of this , '

key uagncy became increasin.6ly apparent to discerning US staff "

/
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officers as the year progressed. Its shortcomings beeame
evident to the Joint 'hiers of Staff chemselves in early 1943
at the Casablanca Conference. At this gathering of thePresident and Prime M~ttraditheir princt-al assistants,

the US Joint Chiefs of Staff found themselvet At a disadvan-
1 tage when confronted by the large and smoothly functioning

British staff, which had not only prepared thorough positions
on every anticipated point but was geared to produce quickly

I additional papers a; needed during the conference Itseif.
The handful of officers making up the Joint Staff ?lanneis
were unable to match the skill and speed of this efficientj . planning organization.

The inadequate performance of the Joint Statf Planners
stemmed both from their composition and from the scope of the
responsibilities they were expected to discharge. Already
heavily burdened by their regular ,duties in the Service staffs,
the members constituted the sole agency for the accomplishmen.tr of most or the planning tasks required for the support of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in both their national' and international
rules. A's a result, the agenda of the Joint Staff Planners
was a heavy and exceedingly varied one.

Still committed, during this first year of the war, to

the traditional staff practices of the two Services, the
members of the Joint Planners were further handicapped
by their methods of operation. The leading nenbers of th',
Joint Staff Planners had a view of their responsibIlity that
prevented them from relinquishing ,i|,meolate and detailed
control over the planning process in favor of a broader general
cupervision. The Planners assigned some subjects to their only
permanent and full-time agency, the six-man Joint US StrateLic
Committee. Most of the subaects on the agenda, however, were
aonigned to ad hoc subcommitteea composed of plannine person-
nel and staff experts drawn from both Services. All work
returned to the Joint Staff Planners for vcrutiny in detail,

* b with final decision on all matters requiring the personal"approval of the two senalor officers of that body.

The revelation at Casablanca of the inadequacies in the
JCS supporting organlra;ion led to sweeping reappraisal and
rundamental ret'orm durlno., the first half of 1943. But even

j | before this date, dizcerning v..t'ficers within the JCS'organi-
zatlon and the Service staffs had recognized the need for
improvement and had successfully Initated two aignificant
changes. These were the establishrvent of the Joint St-ategic

, = Survey Committee, on 7 November 1942, and the Joint Dvpaty
Chiefs of Stier o,, 11 December 19t2.
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•fecognttion of the need for a separate Joint Strategic
Survey Committee had emerged Orom the discussion of ar
different organtzationa! proposal, originated by sn'Army
member of the Joint US Scrategic Committee.' His suggestions ..
regardinrg a qhange in the status and responsibilities of the
latter'committee were adopted and refined by the .er Depart-
ment Oernral Staff and submitted tv the Joint Chit. , 'W Staff
by Oeneral Marshall. The subsequent JCS discussion u]loinated
In agreement to establish a Joint Strategic Survey Commzuttee,
composed of three officers of flag or general rani.-on full-
time assignment. Kept free frQm any involvement with short-
term operational problems, they were to perform longer range
planning and to advise the Joint Chief3 of Staff on current
atrategic decisions in the light of the developing war
situation and the qbjectives of national policy.

The establistiment of the Joint Deputy Chiefs of Staff
was prolosed by Admiral King, who wished to relieve the Joint
Chief3 of Staff of the burden of detailed and routine matters
;oming before them. His proposal was co r%:fer auch mattersi: ~ to a group of deputies, for action In the name of their_

superiors. In discharging their r~eaponsibilittes, the Joint

Deputy Chiefs of Staff would "interpret and imploment the.known policies of the Joint Chiefs of Staff."

These limited improvements were followed In early 1943
by a comprehensive reappraisal and reorganization of the
oupporting structure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On 20
January the Joint Deputy Chiefs of Staff appointed fdr the
purpose a special committee, entitled the Committee on War
Planning Agencies. It conducted a thorough investigation of
the problem, based on Inputs from all the components of the
JCS organization. The committee also completed studiee on
the British steff organization and on the workload of the
Joint Staff Planners.

On 12 March 1943, the Committee on War Planntng Agencies
nubmitted Ito findings to the Joint Deputy Chiers of Staff.
,Recogn:izng that the overloading of the Joint start Planners
wao the coqrdinal difficulty, the Committee remummt.,nded the
ahlftlng of a vast load of administretlve and routine planning
detail to a new committee, to be called the Joint Aomtnis-
trotive Committee. The new committee would conniat or the
Chief of the Logiaticn Bron',h of the Army, nperationn 14vialon
and the Director of the Logistice Plara PiDtAion of th"
office of the Chief of Naval Operations and would be supported
by au hoc groups from the Service Ltaffa, The Joint Stnff

...... .....
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Planners, with their duties now restricted to broad strategic
anti ope,'itLonal planning, would be limited to thiee members:

J A the Assistant Chief of Staff (Plans), COMDJCH; a represents-
tive of the Army Operations Division; and the Assistant Chief
of Ait Staf&, Plans, of the US Army Air torces. The Joint

• 1 Staff PlanneVS weuld continue to receive support from the
aoint US Strategic Committee, now redesignated the Joint War

Plana Coimmtttee and reinforced by qfflcera transferred from
the Service planning staffs In order to reduce the need frc.
ad hoc committees. The Co,,%.Ittee also proposed broadening
"tthe Joint Intelligenec Cotriznttee by adding to it the Assist-

t.jarnt Chief of Air Staff, Intelligence.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff found the report generally
acceptable, but before giving final approval subjected it to
r'eview by the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, the Joint
"St:.:f Planners, and the Army and Navy staffs. The report wens
ravorabl, received by the reviewing agencies, who suggested-
"only minoe changes. Principal among these were Navy recom-i

S. .�mn.-nduittons to add an additional naval officer to the Joint
Adminietrative Committee and Joint Staff Planners nd an Army.' ~recommendation to drop the Army Air Foce~s member fr•om the
Joint Deputy Chiefs str staff.

.. ~After" aecepulng tnes'e proposals and making certain briner

Ltchangei, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the reeommseida-
ntion of the Covittee on Watv Plannin i Agences at meetingsduring the perf•d 4-10 May 1943. Specifically, they approved

"• ~the In:•uance of the set of revised char~ters fur all JCS corn-
: " mittees and agencies thvt the Committee had drafted.

-, Later in 19413 the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved redesig-
i i nation or the Joint Administrative Comminttee as the Joint

Ligtz~tti Committee and strengthened its capabilities by
ulihlnto a cupporting Joint Logistics Plans CommIttee. Thin
charn•. resulted from an increasing awareness of the (.omploxtty

* of logiatics in military plenning, and from r'ecognition of' the.
deormee to wh'ch this field had already become the primnaryST • concern or the i.ommtttee. The new niipportlng Joint Loglatica

•.. Plant; Committee, like the Joint War Plans Committee &nd the
Joint Intell~fgenco starf, was manned by officer-s on rull-time
aiu0•:lgnr.enz o

From trild-19 43 to the waris end severa] other lolnt com-
.*.tteel we?- cureated to deil with matters thtt had assumedin
Increaned importanee, such as the Joint Pro.Jution Survey

* ConamIttet, the JVi'%t Post'-War Committee, L•nd the loint Clvi•1
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AC"a':Ies Committee. The first two of these were full-timej .: •'Lencico.

T'he following Sr* '!, IIf,JL e ant ILJ. tt the'
*evalttaLOn of the Joint Chlet o1f Stafi• durLng World War NI.
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The iattonal Security Act or 1947 .

At the end of World War II there was widespread agree-
r Intnt aNmone, mllttary and civilian leaders that the military

enitabl ihment would have to be reorganized and placed on a
jXermanent basis adequate to the needs of the United States
In the postwar era. DurIng Wor'ld War II the Joint Chiefs of

r Starf had emerged an a corporate command and planning agency
,ez'vlng directly under the constitutional Commander in Chief,

the President. The Army Air Force had become virtually
autun'mous. There had been some centraliLaUtion of intelll- .
Irence collection and analysis, and war production, prices,
:',tanpower, shipping, propaganda and scientific research had
,been subJected to control by civilian agencies. These
arrantgements had,on the whole, worked well under the pres-
sures of wartime, but there was no certainty that they w:-uld
runtiton adequately in time of peace.

The J.•nt Chiefs of Staff, as a central element of the
milltary establishment, would be affected by any reorgani-
"ation 'that was undertaken. While few queationed the desira-
bility of continuing some such agency in the national defense
structure, there vias authoritative opinion that improvements

-. wre needed, possibly involving a somewhat different conception
of the JCS role. General Marshall observed that "the lack of

- real unity has handicapped the successful conduct of the war."
Tn his view a system of coordinating committees such a- that
"embodied in the JCS organization could not be considered a
satisfactory solution. It resulted In delays and compiromises,
and was "a cumbersome and inefficient method of directing the

AT% etforts of the Armed Forces." Secretary of War Stimson
declared that the institution of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was
an "imperfect instrument of top-level decision," because "it
remalned incapable of enforcing a decision against the will ni'
"any oie of its members." Others, recalling the record of
(h lf'icultles encountered in Arny-Navy cooperation In earlier
ttme;t of peace, dmtbted that the Joint Chiefs of ntaff could' --- "conitinue tn work toe.ether effectively ('or very long after
the termtnation of hostilities."

l)cliberstIon on the nature of the postwar military
e;tablishment began even before the termination of hostilities.
A House Committee under the chairmanship of Reprecentative
C(lifton A. Woodrum conducted hearings oni postwar military
organization in the spring of 1944 and heard varying testimony2 from Army and Navy witnesaea. The Army pr'oposal, presented by

.........
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ternlshrOI .ovuph T. McNarney, culled for a uing~le military
department under a Secretary of the Armed Porcen, who would
wutprvise. such matters as procurement and recruiting, hut U

would not have aut1'ority over the military budget. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff, redesignated the United States Chiefs of
Staff, would remain in existence and continue to be directly
vtenponsible to the President. Their central duty would still
he'that of making recommendations to the President on mili-
tary .itrategy, but they would gain the significant new power A

to recommend the military budget. The proposal called for
adding to the membership of the Joint Chiefs of Staff a
Pirector of Common Supply Services. Further, the Chief of
Staff to the President was to "head" the United States Chiefs
of Staff. Navy witnesses made no specific proposals but
cautioned against reaching any conclusion on the question of
military organization without thorough study. At the con-clusion or the hearingd, the Committee recommended that the .

Cotigress take no further action until the end of the war.

While the Woodrum hearings were in progress, the Joint .' ,,
Chiefs of Staff initiated their own study. They created a A
Special JCS Courmittee on Reorganization of Natlonal Defense
and directed it to submit recommendations on postwar defense
organization, including a recommendation on the advisability
of continuing the Joint Chiefs of Staff.. As part of its
survey, the Committee spent the fIll of 1944 touring the com-
bat theaters and ascertaining the views of the major com-
manders. Fifty-six high-ranking officers were interviewed.
The large majority of the Anny officers and about half the
Navy officers favored a single military department.

On II April 1945, the committee submitted a split report

to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. With the senior Navy member, 0

Admiral J. 0. Richardson, dissenting, the committee recom-
mended the creation of a single military department presided
over by a Secretary of the Armed Forces. It would Include a
Commander of the Armed For'.es supported by on Armed Forces
Orneral Staff, and a purely advisory United States Chiefs of
otbl'f coritalting of the Secretary, the Commander of the Armed ri
IForcon, and the three Service military heads.

'rhc Joint Chiefs of Staff began serious conhideration of
Sthe Sp;cial Committee's report shortly after the Japanese
uiurvendor. (loneral Marehall, while he did not fully concur
tit the report, recommended that it be sent, to the President
mlong with a statement that the Joint Chiefu of Staff agrseed
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iti principle on u single-department system or organization.
Lkvneri'l Arnold supported this view, but Admirrls King and
,L'ahiy opposed it on the grounds that a single military depart-
inent would be inefficient, would weaken civilian control over

U the military, and was contrary to wartime experience that
uihowed the superiority of a joint over & unitary system. The
Jilnt Chiefa or Staff forwarded the report and their indiv.du-
al comments on it to the President on 16 October 1945. They

, et torth four po.sible courses cf action for his consider-
Sation:V� *1. Submit all the pertinent papers to Conpress.

!* Appoint a special civilian board to study
9.•- • national dei'ense organikation.

'a • •3. Achieve a degree of unification by appoint-
Secretary of the Navy.

4 . Retain the existing organization, "with

appropriate augmentation of the joint agencies." V.

'Ry this time the postwar era had begun, and decision on '.

"-. ntlinal defense organiization took on new urgency. In
October, the Senate Military Affairs Committee began hearingsS•-= on the varioulk der~ense ec.gantiation plans produced up to thst, .
time. Several months earlier Senator David I. Walsh, Chair-

imnn of the Committee on Naval Affairs, had proposed to
',ecretary oi' the Navy Porrestal that the Navy Department
"should attempt to rcrmulate a plan which would be more
otr;vtlve in accomplishing the objective sought."

I Secretory Forrestal aroed with the Senator's view. On

19 June he asked a personal friend, Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt,
President or a New Yo•k investment banking firm, if he would

'; LI gii'•'pre u report discussing

, what Corm o(' poctwar organIation chould be
,etablished ornd maintnlrnd to onable the mili
tav,,y norvtceo and other Goverrmcnt departments
and oagenziea most ecfeotively to provide f'or
"and protect our national security?

' Mr. Sberstudt agreed to undertake the study with the
S, uu,,Jtarece of a committee made up of civiliann and Naval

Ii19
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officers. ewnree moathe later he sub. tted his report to
the Secretary.

The Eberatadt Committee concludqd that "under present
conditions unification of the Amy and Navy under a single
head" would not improve the natitn'la'securIty. It favored a
cuordinted oyjtem, in which tnere would be three mil.itary

* ~Departmentra--Wer, Navy, and Aiz--each with a civilian Store-
tary of tabtinet rank. The 0onrnittee rvoo~nized serioun week-

* ~ne~ssea In the existing orepnization, particularly in the
,uordtlnatitn of foreign and military policy and in the
relationship between strategic planning and its logistic
Implementation. To counter theme weaknesses, it recommended

thit creation of two important bodies directly under the. Preli-
Ilent: the National Security Council (NSC) aend the National .itSo'curlty Resources Board (MS). The Secretaries of Wr, Navy,

uid Air would be members of both organizations. Ell
The Eberstadt Committee believed that, irrespective of r",

whoather Pr not the separate military departments were ulti- LJ,.
mately untried under one Department of Defense, legislation
uhould be sought to insure'the continuation of the JointChiert .)r Staff. In the Committee'$ opinion, the Joint Chiers. '

or .tarf had performed very satisfactorily during the war.
They conceded that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had sometimes
experienced delays in reaching decisions, but th4 Conwittee I"
round nuch delays preferable to the alternative of placing
full military control in the hands of one officer, at the .
head of a single armed forces general starf. While It would rH,
be a more efficient instrutrant for reaching dejistone, the L
latter arrangement had the inherent danger that export minority
opinions might be overridden without sufficient consideration.
Ti! C',nmitttee feared that, owing to inevitable limitations in
th bhackground, knowledge, and experience of the single
uut;e.ror officer, deoiaiouia might be reached that would pro-
vent development of wearna, concepts, or conunLnd arrangements
vital to fulfillment of the mission of one of the Services. LI

!. tiender the proposed Organization for National Security, 11',
4..he Joint Chter'n of Staff were to be a part of and meet with L
the I Security Council. They would be (,hurged withi
a) t, tituategie plans and providing otraterio direotlun
1*of . fOreces; b) furnishing strategic advice to the
P-.., the NSC and other government agencies! c) preparing
joint logistils plans and !vosigning logiatic responsibilities
to thtv "ervIces in accordance with ouch plans! and d) appruv- r,
in, major Servite material and personnel programs in accord-

once with ctrategio and logistic planp.
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""'Io.: '•burntadt Committee ruoposed that th@ .Iloite Chiol'it
o1" ;$tai't --. nalst o1 the three Service Chtiet', pluti Uhu Chirr •
ve Waurl Co the Communder in Chiet ir the Poldent dettired,•to etoitiV11. that Poelt1,^, The Committee had auu.J.tsed the

3 wat&ttiin experience a3 showing that ru11-ttmi, supparting trrouuin
n.cth ,n the Joint War Plaits Committee were more ereoativv In
pronducing a mniried Joint position than were the negotiations
conriuctetd In the part-tlnw interservice committees. AccorJ-
tInvly, it recommende:I the establienment or a rull-tiwe Joint
"tLarr to cerve the Joint Chief1s or Starr. It would be headed
Ly a ChIeo or the Joint Staff', who would runction .. an

4 .:~xecutive to the Joint Chiefs of Start and perhaps sit an a
* 5 *ICZ member.

or Starr and the military dep~artments, the Committee werely

nated that

Ini tlmv of' wair tkae military atrategist. may be
Iequired to operate directly under the Preal-

-dent. There docs not seem to be any compellinge

fveaaon for this during peace time. Approval or I
the Secretaries might well be required to render V '
er'ective the plans of the Joint Chief's or Staff.
in perloda or peace.

SThe Joint Chiers or` Staff were to maintain close liaison.with
other agencies within the proposed Organization for Natila-al

, •Securtty, including a proposed Central Intelligence Agaena.
J (CIA).

'•1he Sherstadt plan was presented to the Senate Mlitary
Arrulra Committee by Mr. Forreatal on 22 October 1945. A
"w,:ok later Lieutenant General J. Lawton Collins net f-rth
the Army position. This so-called "Collins Plan" had been
p..'pared by a board or senior Army orficers convened only u

Srmonth earlier. It proposed the establinhment or a aingle
Ak .prtment or the Armed Porces headed by a civilian Secretary

W Cabi•net rank. The Joint Chiefs of Starf, renamed the U1.3.
,chi-r• or starr", were to continue in existence. Their
Srunctiuna to be f"ixed by law, would be advisory--the pro-
" v.or, or recommendations on military iolicy# strategy, and
btldgt•o rquirement,. In the matter or bu,;get requireinents,
the Joint' Chiefs of0 Staf would rave specific authority to
..pprre and recommend to the President the military budcet..
The Secretary of' Armed Services could oomm'nt on but net
amend theme budget recommendations. The membership of the
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iJoitt Chiem s or st0arr was to be increased Wto rivet nj f'h ' '

additlon of a Chier oF Staff or the Aemed a, Phwi.
tiuttes were rt, p~recisyIM2 A &

rive Stkkat* Militaory Atnl'r•ir•timittee adjourned its
Sh'vartg, on 17 I)ecember 1.45. Two da.s later, Protdon Lt
'l'ruai ,.ratimmitted a mOssAge Uo (onenr*;3 On Moealidsotion
ot' tve anted foaues In wthich ho tndorsod the main pr-.posal",'ot the Col~lnt, I'lont a -jingto-e Cepcrtnint. witn on14 racilnet- *

, 3levcl '3octvta", a seporate Air Po-es, t Chief' i ,tart of
the Annen Fore,.ws, and a pun'ly advisov'y Joint Chiefs or itasP.'henvt ateon sith the tost1•ony gather.d at the hoar-

Itga, wa'a ref*rre*, to a ouboommittee of ths Senate Arined
Forcon Comit, toe headed by Svniator •ltert Thomas. KaNcr
flcnv,,, Lauria Norstad and Vice Aiziral Arthvr W. ajdofrd
were assigned to assist tne aubuommittet in its deliberatlons.

On 9 April 1946, che Committee rcported out a bill com-r
blitino, elements or both the Navy and Army plo,,s. LikL the
Eboeatadt Rcport It called for a generel reorganizatr•in of
the entire national aeou•rty structurv, and the inclusion or
o hattonul Security Council, a Ccztral Intelligence Agency,
and a National Security Resources B:ard.. Like the Collins ,,o'.
Iln it called for a single Dopartmant or Common Defense, a
Chief or sta"CV er Common Defenge, &nd a jboint Chiefs or Start
cornsstins of the Service chiers and the Chief of Staff of
Cosmios Derenae. Hiowever, the powers or the ,Joint, Chiefs or
star in the Thomas bill were less than those prmposed in the
Collins Plaii. The responsibility for praparing the military
budget, which General Collins wc.uld assign to the Joint Chiefs
or Staff, became the reasonaibility of the Secretary or
Common Derenae. The Thomas bill was reterred to the Senater-
Coctittee on Naval Affairs, which conducted hearing• on the Lr
bill early in May.

During the hearings Navy witnesses attacked the pro- i-i".
viionn or the bill calling .'or a Se•3•etary of Common Defenue
urid a Chief or Starr for Common Defense avd expressed their
,ruz, tliat the Thomas bill# If' enacted, would permit removal
from the Navy Departnant of its naval air arm and Marines.

Tt soon became clear that the Thomas bill did not provide
the compromase its drafters had Intended. Therefore, Presi- Ii
' det Triiman on 13 M4ay requested Secretbriea Pattersorn and
Poarental to oubmtt for hsa reviow a list of points upon which
they oareed and disagreed. He made it cleir that, while not
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cotiuiittted to either Department's position in the controversy,
fie no longoer favored the establishment of I single Ctest of

SLtat.
Thei Secretaries submitted their views to the President

oil 31 May in a Joint lettar. They listed eight points upon
which tley agreed &nd four on which they did not. The War
Dhapartment had receded from its previous position on two.
points. Firt., It agreed to the establishment of a higher
tlnational security itructure as proposed in the Eberetadt

- , KHoport. Second, in line with the President's wIshen, it"' " ~agredd not to pr~ess f'or a ChieC' of Staff of' Common Def'ense.

instead, both Departments agreed that the Juint Chieto of
Jt tC, would be retaitqed and given responsibilitles beyond

-- the purely auvisory role depicted tn the early bills that
had pi'upored i Chief or" Staff or commander of the armed forces.
The .,)Int Chiors or Staff were to

S.- .. . ormulato atrategic plans, to assign logistic .
meuponsibilities to the services in support thereof,

to Integrate the military programs, tn make recom-,' * meridetions.for integration or the military budget,
and to provide for the strategic direction of the
United Statts military forces.

"7 T On 15 Juneo, President Trucion announced his resolution of
the oututandin&• issues, none of which affected the Joint Chiefs
of' Staff. The homas bill was appropriately amended, and
"heaurings resumed. Navy witnesaes, however, opposed this re-

*° viaed vrsIon, leading to a postponement or further consider-
ation unt!. the 80th Congress convened early in 19147.

7 Secretaries Patterson and Porrestal chose not to wait I
S*" 4until the 80th Congress convened to conaider the matter fur-

'. ther. They appointed Oeneral Norstaed and Admiral Forr"et
i Sherman to develop a blueprint for unification upon which
-", lIe1nlation could be based. On 16 January 1907 the conclusions

ve~iac~lw:d by the two officers were forwarded to the Prenident by
, t"Iohe ,ecretary of War and Navy as the plan uider which the two

d ulviurtmento could egreo to unify under a sintle Secretary of
Notional LUvenae.

Preluid(nt Truman concurred with the proponal, nnd Admi-
rul Sherman and Oeneral Norstad then drafted a bill buued on
their plan. Th,' President on 26 Pebruary forwarded it; to both
Ihouoen of Congruew as the propoued National Security Act or'* . 1l9 I7.

9;
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FPollowingi several months o r hearirgs and dobate• the
Canigros peased the legtslation In amended fom Nav ublic
Law V53. The amhndments oener1arr oonternCd nurther link-
tartan on the powers of the Secretary of erme and peo-vision of additionael safeguards f'or the Navy air arm and the •

Marine Corpsh The provisions eonfepilng the Joint Chief. ot UStaff, however, remained unchanged. They wo re, In *treat,

the proposal( developed by stnerati orptad and Admiraltoherman.

The provisions were an followst

(a ihere to hereby established within the *1

Nations Military Etablishment the Joint chiere
-or• Stand (hioh shall eonoist o i the Chief pa
Staff* Unl.ted Stato Athey the Chilta or Naval

ogi the Chiep or sib ti Unitd Statei Air

Opirthonsuc la

Force ( an3 te Chiesl o h utaif to the Commander inChief, If' there be one.•-..1

(b) Subject to the authority end ieationds
or the President and the oeretart oa Defene

It sh'l (5) toe duyormlthe JolintCies ~of staffi

(1) to frmuastatpliciei plano and to
providtn e e thati egicm drerton or the
-military foresal;

(2) to prepare joint logisticl plans.

and to assien to the military services ,
log()toc responiewbmlties In aoeoria nd er
with sucoh plance

13) to establish unified commands Instratagem *roes when sauh unified commands*-
or* In the Interest of national securitt¥

(11) to formulato policies for joint
training of the military rorces! s

" (5) to formulate policies f•or ooo•dt-•
noting Zlhe educatiorl or members of the •*

, ~military foetcora

S,(6) to review major material and per-
sonnel requirement@ of' the military forcesp.
In accordance with strategic and logsitic •
plans; and .



(7) to provide United States reprtsent-
Si~on on the Military Staff Committee of the
United Nations in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Charter' of che United Nations.

(a) The Joint Chiefs or Stafr shall act so
"the prIntoti~l military advisers to the President

nud the Secretary of.Defense and shall perform
' Isueh other duties an the Prasident and the Secre-

tory o••nenae may direct or as may be prniribed

, mhu runationo amsitlned to the Joint Chiefu or St•ff wt" re,
In l;uIjwp•ol*, thooe that had been agreed to by Socretarier
4i'utteronn and Porrestal in May 1946. There won, • hwver, one

Si:tuirt'toont doletion from the authority proposed by the two-Reattt,etaron. in th~eir version, the Joint Chiefrs or ,staff
wvt* to "muke recommendations for intelgration or the military'I' hudeot." Public Law 253 made no specti c provision for a

-t)ud,,etory function oir the Joint Chiefs or 3tafr.

Public LAw 253 also provided for a Joint Staff, a pro-
poual originally offered in the Eberstadt Report and revived "Itby 09neral Norstad and Admiral Sherman for inclusion In the
di'uft tional Security Act. The appropriate provision or
rublic Law 253, unchanged from the bill as originally intro-I 'tuced, were sanfrllowst

There shall be, under the Joint Chiefrs of
Stturf, a Joint Staff to consist or no.4 to exceed
one hundred officers and to ti composed of approx-

-•Im.utely equol numbers of officers from each of the
three armed services, The Joint Staff, operating
uider a blmotor thereor appointed by the Joint
Chlolu, or staff, shall perform nuch duties an mayh-' di roeted by the Joint Chiefo of Starf. The

SDI)Ir'(l',r tihull be an offlicer junior In grode to
_' oill m,,mbern of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Orivi-Oinitn, thaon t &?a1A=

WIth the uIgning, of the Notional Security Aot of, 1947 by
Viviiidt.nt .Truman, the Joint Chtiefs of Stuff begrln c-Lutlder-

;. -a utton of' the implementation of the proviniona tl'(ectIng their
. 'u.•enuI) �t•,. 1•, hin prooeno bui.an on 44 August when Admirul

•liv.t.r W. NlmtIy., the Chief or Naval Operationn, propo:ewd

14
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thiut the, Joint Chiefa or SJtafr continue the exiutlnss
otructtutv oe' purt-time Intereervico ecomItteeu, with thir
rutl-time olUpp)rtLng groups incorporated in the now Joint
starr. Admiral Nimits also recommended that the Joint Chiera
or' ntaft approve a directive to the Director, Joint Starr,
t2)bCl Ine o hig supervi ory duties over the Joint Staff and

it Impoulng a specifIc limitation on hls authority. The
Diirector would be required, according to Admiral Nimit's
propooal, to forward al1 reports of JCS committees tc. the r
J tInt Chiefs -or Starf. In cases Involving split opinions# -

however, he would be authorised to submit his own views alonhg
with those of the majority and minority members of the comr-
mittee.

Tho Acting Chief of Stuff of the Army, while he agreed
with Admiral Ntmitz on the need to proceed immediately with 7
the rMor~anization or ics agencles, proposed that the detitilaL-
bo woeked out by the officer selected to bo Director or the h

Joint Staff. lie accordingly recommended, and the Joint Chief.
ort Staff approved, -that the Director be oclected at once and
be directed to recommend a statement of functions for ther1roctor and an internal organitatlon for the Jcint Stv~r,
In preparing hio recommendations the Director was to take Into
ooridoration the views of Admiral Nfmit "

Major General Alfred M. Oruenther, USA, was named by theJoitnt Chierr or' Staff to be the eirst Director, Joint Staff,U

on 005 AuGust. After considering the opinions and recoinnendp-
tlons or" individuals both within arld outside the JCS organi-
C7ation, OenerAl Oruonther submitted his plan to the Join•tChiefs of Stsfr on 26 Septemb~er 194T. The plain enc0mp3Uee~d a
ntatvment or functions for the Director, Joint Staff, an
ottivsnization for the Joint Staff, and a basic staff procedure,.

Underlying Oeneral Gruenther's proponous wan the prsemiue,
ho'rd on the proviolona of' the National Security Act, that
thil? ,1int Chtcfu of Stafr would function so a planning,
coordlitatIng, and advioory body, not as an operatinIS or Imple-
menting, #Srout,. The Joint Staff pr:poted by (Ione.ui Ciruenthcr
wan& the'refove douigned to support the Joint Chiefd oir Staili'
in thic role. nxh Joint Chiefs or Staff appr'oved tne plant on
V6 October 1947.

'vho now joint Staff represented a moditicatlon o•f nnd
ndtditlon to the existing committee oty-ucture, It ron•lnted
or the ofrfie of the Director and three ataft Groups--the ,jolnt
Irntelllence Oroup, the Joint Strategic Plane Group, and the
Joint 1,oglaticn Plano aroup. These groupa, which were

Pt
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I',.=.,natfonn rap the existing Joint intelligence Staff,'
.,tiint War Planin .'ommittee, and Joint Logistica Plano Com-
tmittee, would continue to nupport the appropriate uenior
purt-time interservtte committee. The membership or thene
ComMIttees, however, had been broadened to I.nclude on each
the director or the appropriate aupporting Joint st1r'r group.
In ,hlition, while the Joint Intelltienoe Committee continued
under the 'name title, the names or the other two were chanlled
,oo follows; the Joint Staff Planneru became the Joint

Strategic Pluns O:ommlttee; the Joint Logistics Committee be-
c.ini, the Joint Logi.'lca Plana Committee. The work or the
other ,JCS Committee , which were not part of the Joint Starf,
ulno came under the 4,eneral supervision and cocrdin&tlun of
the' Director. These committees were the Joint Communicattunfn
.lnMrd, the Joint Civil Acrrfrs Committee, the Joint Military
STruncportation Convnitee, the Joint Meteorological Committee,
the AvRy-Navy Petroleum Board, ind the Joint Munitions Allo
Oeatton3 CI3mmIttee.

S•the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, the Joint Secre-
turtot;, the lilstoerreal Setion. and the US I)eleaotlori to the
O[N Military Stat" Committee were placed outside the Joint
S'1tafr and directly under the Jpint Chiefs or Starr.

The fineto'ns or the Direetor, Joint Starr, were goner-
ally to superviae and coordinate the work of the Joint Stair.
lit. wan to assign, problems and studies to appropriate com-
pork.nta of the Joint Staff and insure that the necesnary
tmportI were completed and submitted to thu Joint chier:i O1
nitirf. lise supervisory runctiona did not, however, Include
the power to approve or diaepprove the reports bez'nir aub-
* ninanoon. This power remainted with the Joint commlt.teen, but
the Dbvector wae authorized to submit hti own recommendutlons

a autunig with the committee reports..

The Joint Chiefs of Star• organization resulting I'vom the
Sei.uctment or the National Security Act of 1qIt7 in aiiiwi, in ttih

aol lowing chal.l. (Chrirt iV). I

I
4 •. I'i I
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The National Security Act AmendMrntn at 1Q9-Q

The reorganization of 1949 was accomplished by legia-
latton enti.tled the National Security Act Amendments or 149,4
which was signed by President Truman on 10 August 1949. This•.I low strengthened the direction, authority, and control of the

;Roemrtary of Defense over the elements or the National Millt-
tary Ratablishment, which was now redesignated the Department '
of Defense. The law also* created the position of Chairmar•,SJ~-oint Chiefs of Staff, thereby providing an officer to pre- ,side over the meetings of tie Joint Chie of Staff and

S• •generally to expedite their business (thougrh having no vote
" ~In their decisions). This new position replaced that or the

chier or Staer to the Commander In Chief, which had been

*" allowed to lapse with the illness and subsequent retirement
ora Admiral Leahv, early in 1949. The Joint Chiefs of Staff.,
were designated as principal military advisors to the National'
Security Council, as well as to the President and the Secre-
tary of Defense. The maximum personnel strength allowed the 1
Joint Staff was increased from 100 to 210 officers.

These amendments. had their origin in the experience of'
the first Sedretary of Defense, James V. Forresta], in adminis-
tering the 1947 Act. Secretary Forrestal had soon found the
.. "jed for a single officer to advise him on military problems -
and to provide liaison with the Joint Chiefs of Starr. For
this purpose, he turned to Geneial Gruenther, Director or thte
Joint Staff. In the spring of 1946 he soight to have General

nOrar N. Bradley, Chief of Staff, US Army, assigned an his
"principal military advisor, but both Bradley and Secretary of
the Atmy Kenneth C. Royall objected that the General was
needed in his curren' position. Later In the year, the Secre-

:tary arranged to have General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower
recalled to active duty to serve as unofficial chairman of thz, • • Joint Cht|efa or Starr for a period of" several months beginning •

". in January 1949.

In his firut annual report as Secretary, Mr. Forrestal
made clear his con•viction that there should be a reoponsible
head" for th'. Joint Chiefs of Staff. One of the JCS membersS~m'lk,.ht be selected for this p~urpose, or a fourth el'fieer might

be appointed to the position. In either event, the ChairmanSt. 11"Ahould be the person to whom the President and the Secretary
S~o(I Defensq look to see to It that matters with which the Joint

chiterns should dfa'l are handled in a way that will provide the
:" i bent military start nozisltance to the President and the Sccrc-
; ' tary of Defense." The Socretary believed that the Joint Staff

20
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ahoould be enlareed and that the provision for JC3 mombornhip
Cor the Chief of Staff to the Commander 1n Chief ihould be
abolinhed. He also set forth his conviction that the Seore- Litary's authority over. the N~ational Military getabtishment.uhould be clarified and strengthened.

"The Secretary obtained another opportunity to preserrt
his views as a result of the creation of a compuasion to star-
vey the operations of the Federal Government. Mr. Forrestal []
had, in feet been thstrumental in instituting the legislation.(the ILodg~e-Browt Act) under which this commission was estab-
Ituhied; he nerved an a member of its but did not participate -l)! ~ In the preparation or" the commission's final report. FormerL""-| ,

Preaiddnt Herbert (L. Hpover was named chairman and UnderJ;ecretary or State Dean Acheson, vice-chairman. Other members .
were Arthur S. Plermming, Georg*e H. Need, George D. Aiken, • '
Joseph P. Kennedy, John H. McClellan, James K. Pollock, :

ClarenTo J. c rown, Carter Manasco, and James H. Rowe, Jr. A

To carl y out an intensive survey of the National Military
Establiahment, tte commission set up a special committee, or
"task r oree," headed by Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt. Other members
wa.re an follows: Raymond B. Allen Thomas P. Archer, Hanson W. thI
Baldwin, Che3ter I. Barnard, Charles W. Cole, John Cowles,' L
J. S. Knowllon, John J. MeCloy, Frederick A. Middlebush,
Robert P. Patterson, Lewis L. Strauss, J. Carlton Ward, Jr.,
and Robert E. Wopd. The committee took testimony from Secre-
tary Forrestal, from the member* of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and from a. long list of other military and civilian officials. ,

The Eberstadt Committee's report unmistakably reflected
the views of Secretary Forrestal. The members recommeunded
that the Secretary be given clear authority over the defense 1
establishment and that he be provided additional assistance, L;
military and civilian. He should be authorized to designate
one oa the JCS members as chairman, with the responsibility
ror "expedltinir the business of the Joint Chiefs or Starf and L
t'-- he-:plnn, their docket current," but with no command authori-
ty over his JCS colleagues. The report also recommended that
the 4eretory take advantage of a provision in the existing F
law to appoint a "principal military acaintant, or chlcr staff
ot't'iccr. This appointee should sit with the Joint Chief's of
Staff, but sthould not be a member thereof. He should be
responsible, in the Secretary's absence, for precenting and 14

* interpreting= the Secretary's viewpoint, aid also roa* bringing
":;pIit" .70" decisions to the attention of the Secretary. Het
would thun play somewhat the same role as that in which the a..'
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Director or the Joint Staft had been cast by Secretary:1 Forrental. The Committee further agreed With the Secretary
that the Joint Staff should be "moderatelY increased."

One of the members, Mr. Robert P. Patterson, wished to
g o farther and combine the three Military Depertments into
aione Department of Defense. The rest or the Committee, how-
ever, did not endorse his views. Another, Mr; John J. McCloy,I

a urged the creation of a single, overall Chief of Star who
would serve as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of stair and

V have. "at least the power of terminating discussion in that
,* if body after he had given fulW. opportunity for discussion."

? �The Hoover Commission not only published and diusemi-•. ~nat,,1 the report of the Eberstadt Committee but also prepared

e or its o national security organization in which
even greater statvs and authority was recommended for the
Secretary or Defense. The Co&misaion desired to reduce the
Service Secretaries to the status of Under Secretaries ofDefense, without Cabinet rank, recommendations that even Mr.

Patterson had not made. The Commission's report also endorsed
the proposal for a JCS Chairman, apparently envisioning him

'an a fourth appointee and not as one of the three incumbents
elevated above his colleagues. The vice-chairman or the Con-
mission, Dean Acheson, supported by three other members,

" echoed Mr. McCloy in urging a "single Chief of Staff," who
would have control over the Joint Staff and serve as principal
advisor to the Secretary and the President. These conclusions
went beyond the views of the majority of the Commission.

President Truman incorporated the major conclusions of
these two reports in a message to Congress on 5 March 1949.s
lie recommended that 'the Natioral Military Establishment be [
converted into an Executive Department, to be known as the
Dthpartment of Defense, within which the exinting Departments
"ol' the Army, Navy, and Air Force would be redesignated as
military departments• The Seeretary should be given clear V
responsibility for exercising "direction, authority, and '

I-T control" over the Department of Defense. He would be
- .1 empowered to make "flexible use" oC the joint Chiefs of Stat'ar

and the other agencies set up by the National Security Act of'
-* 1947, ouch as the Munitions Board and the Recearch and

Development Board. Finally, thore should be a Chairman of
" - the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nominated by the President and.

"confirmed by the Senate, who would take precedence over all

military personnel and be the "principal military adviser to
the President and the Secretary of Defense."
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Shortly thereafter Senator Millard TydIngs of Mary.Landi,Chairman of the Senate Armed Servtcev Committee.# drafted a 1

blill Intended to give effect to the President's proposals.
In some ways It wont beyond the r', i.1dent in the deo.ee of

authority proponed for the Secretai-y of Pefence. For excm.ple,
it would confer upon the Secretary the right to appoint the
Director of the Joint Staff. The duties of' the Joint Chisrs
or Starr' %ore enumerated as in the 19417 1W-, but It woo
n-rpecified that the Joint Chief's or Staff wou~ld ptrtairm thego
duties, or others, at the "discretion" of the secretary of
Defense. All statutory limits on the aizr o' the JQb•r.%, Strff
were to be removed.

Secretary Porrestal nor.t a draft of tt,,r. bill to the "
morithu earlier, he had asked the Jcint ChIeoN of St'f w*ther,

in their views the functions assigned them b" the 1)17 Act ",
should be revised. t .

The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied to both request$ on
25 Mat'eh 1949. They voiced no major objections to rho J
Tydingo bill but suggested changes that would delimit more
clearly the status and duti.es of the3 Secretary and the pro-
poced JCS Chairman. The Joint Chief's 'of Staff believed that t,
it should be specified that the Chairman would not, by virtue
of his office, exercise military cnmmand over the other JCS " *
members or the Services. Moreover, It lh•cald be made clear U t
that the Chairman, in giving advice to the President mod the
Secretary 'of Defense, would be acting In his capacity as ,TC3 c,,
Chairman, not as an individual. The purnpose of this JC3
rvoommendation was to indicate that the Chairman would be
expectel to present the views or his colleagues, as well as
hin own, on any todue. The Joo.nt Chiefs of Staff believw• d
that they theemaelves, and net the Secretary or Defense, should
appoint the Director of the Joint Staff, They found no {
fiult with the duties assigned by the 19117 laW, but recom- --
mended that theie continue to be prescribed by statute and

S riot left %o the Secretary's discretion.

This latter recommendation was unacceptable to Secrete',y
1'oi•uL:il, who v.zdndcd tl. JoInt Cihiefs of stafv' that; , *, '

Preoldenil. Tmrman hWid. (:.rpassed n rin desire to Civv tht-
3ecretary flexible authority. The other JCS proposnRl wp-e

a acceptable, and he promised to submit them to the Bure~au of
the nudgert and to Congress. Subsequently, htis sucenuor,
Louti Johnion, sent S'nator Tydings copies of' the exchande of
vlew.o between the Sec. etary and the Joint; Chlica of Staff,

204 ...

P .-t.

,, ,,

*!I~ ,4-



Indtcating that the Eureau of the Budget had approved only
one (the recommendation that the Chairman not exe0rise mill-

44 Lary commend).
S"The Senate Armed Services Committee opened hearingis on

the Tydings bill on 214 March 1949. TIe first, witnesq was
8ecretary Forrestal, who was schedule i to leave office in a
t'ew days. lie gave general approval to the measures while ad-
mitting that minc'o amendments might later be round desirable.
flie eplained why he had In some degree altered the views that
he had expressed in the early days of the unification debate.
Concerning the proposal for a JCS Chairman, the Secretary,

, ext)latrid that Goneral iseenhower's performanee in this rule
hod shFwn "how .Tnch more in the way of resulta can be attain-
ed by a man who ti sitting over them directine and drtivlng
the completion of unfinished bAsiness.u In his views theI Chairman's Job would be to provide the agenda for JCS meetings,
to see that the business of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was
"vigorously prosecuted," to seek to induce agreements, to
identify those issues 7on which no agreement was possible, ard
to advise the Secretary of Defense. He would not, however,
exercise command, nor would he himself mak 'any decisains
when the other JCS members could not agree.

Subsequent witnesse8 included Messrs, Hoove- and
,berstadt, former Secretary of War Patterson, Secretary of
the Army Kenneth C. Royall, and Dan A. Kimball, Assistant
Scretary of the Navy for Ai- (speaking in the absence of the A
Secretary, who. was 111). None of these opponed the bill,
although Mr. Patterson alone fully supported it as written.
Thp abrongent rnser,,ation came from Mr. Eberhardt, who believed
that it would confer upon the Secretary or Defense and the
ICS Chairman a degree of power that would be' dange--ous. lie
helieved that the law should stipulate that the Chairman would
not jutrank the other JCS members and would not exercise
command or militaVy authority over them, and that he wld

I nerve e fixed term or office. Ile also urged that the Joint
Chtefu or Staff as a group, and not merely' the Chairman, be
numed a* advi.,orn to the President and the Secretary. Ilis
vlwpoint on the status or the Chairman was upheld by ex-

,¶ Preaident Ilooverz, who added the suggestion that the Chairman
should be given ro vote in JCS decisions. Secretaries Kimball
und Royall while not seriously obje,ýtlrg to the provtoions
I-lvating to the Chainran, agreed that a limited term of office
would be Ocatrable (Mr. Kimball recommended two years).
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All three members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were

",lled upon to testiry. Admiral Denfeld, the senior member
ur the group, sated as spokesman and presented the r•conen-
uctions that he and his colleagues had made earlier to the
Secretary of Derense. The senators ahowed themselves o
generslly sympathetic to the JOS viewpoint. the question or
a limitation on the oilseof the Joint Staff wasl introduced.
Mr. Eberstadt, in his testimony, had auggested a ceiling or
200 orricers. Admiral Denfeld told Senator Tydinhgs that the El
Joint Chiefs of Staff had discussed this question with Oeneral
:llu•nther, who had suggested 250 us 3 reasonable number.

In the end, the Senate and the House of Represent•tives
modlfied the Tydlngs bill considerably In the direction recom"i
mended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well an by Messrs.
.berstact end Hoover. The Chairman was to zsrve for two years,
and was to be eligible for one reap lntment only, except In U .
time or war when there vlould be n ltmit on his reappointment.
lie would talce precedence over all other officers of the Armed
Forces, but would not exercie military. CoMMand over the Joint
Chiefe of Staff or the Services. His duties were carefully
prescribed as follows:

(1) To serve as the presiding officer of the

Joint Chies of Staff.

(2) To provide uganda for meetings of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and to assist the Joint Chiefs
Gf Staff to prosecute their business as promptly as ' R
practicable.

(3) To Inform the Secretary of Defense and,
w hen appropriate as determined by the President or
the Sec.retary of Defense, the President, or those
Issues upon which agreement among the Joint Chiefs
or starr has not been reached.

The advioory function was ascigned to the entire JCS
memberahip, not merely to the Chairman. The .JCS duties were
Rioted, essentially an in the 194? Ants In language that did
not leave the assignment of these tasks to the Secretary's
dinoretion. The Joint Chiefs oa, Staff were to continue to
appoint th: Director of the Joint Staff, and a limit or 210
of1icers eatablinhed for that body..

Tri uumnwry, it to clear that the initiative for the 1919 Ow
m(tornotrnlzation osmo from Secretary Forreutal. The ccntinuing
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'ffi reorgan1 atLion plan that the Joint Chiefs of Stoke
npprovvd provided ror a Joint Staff arranged in the numbered I"
J-Iiractorates of a conventional military staff. In this Li t
form it would be orfanized to work effoectivly with the
almilar ntaff struc tures or the unified and apeciftlea commando.
Trinsttion to the new arrangement would be accomplinhed by LI
r,.liCnmont nnd redicignation of the existing Joint Staff
OroupLo accompnnied by a phased absorption or additional
personnel. From this proevas would emerge a Joint Staff I ,
cOmposed of the following elements:.-

J-1 Personnel Directorate
J-1 Intelligence Directorate L.
J:3 Operations DirectorateJ h-• Logistics Directorate •

J-5 Plans and Policy Directorate rJ
J-6 Communications-Electronics Directorate
Joint Military Assistance Affairs Directorate
Joint Advanced Study Group ii.
Joint Programs Office. j

With the approval of the Secritary of Defense implementa-
tion of the first stage of the JCS plan began on 15 August i

1958. The existing Joint Strategic Plans Group was divided
to form the nucleus of the new J-3 and J-5 Directorate&.
Similarly, the Joint Logistics Plans Group supplied the L $
initial personnel for the J-1 and J-4 Directorates. The
Joint Intelligence GrOup became'J-2, and the Joint Communica-
tions-Ellectronics Group became J-6..

During this same period of organizational realignment,
the Joint Chief's of Staff progressively assumed operational "
renponoibility for the unified and opecified commands, which
pansed arom the control of the military departments that ted
to.:retoforu served as executive agencies. Both this trunofcr
of responsibility and the reorder[ng and expansion or the
Joint Staff were completed by I January 1959.

On 18'Auguat 1958, General Twiniqg:had resueated the,
Soeretary of Defense to authorize a Joint Ste f of 356 officers 4

nnd 79 other personnel and an overall strength of 902 for the
OrLganitation o, the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Secretary McElroy.
did so on 23 August,.
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A further aspect of irplementation oa the 1958 reorganias-
tion was the necessary rev s.on of two basic Department of 7

7;. rDeronse Directives. DOD Directive S100.1 defined the functions
or the Joint Chiefs or staff and the military dapartments,
while DOD Directive 5158.1 was the document that established
the method of op.iratlon of the Joint Chiefs of Staff end

7 their relationships with other staff agencies of the Office
or the Secretary of Defiwnse. Development of draft revisios
or both directives began In September. During the extended
consultations that followed, the Joint Chiers of Staff and
elements of the Office of the Secretary or Defense providadS, • comments, and dirferences were. adjusted In meet~ngs or theArmed Port.cs Policy Council. On 31 December 1958, Se.retary

7 ~McElroy Iscuod the final version of both directives.

The formal statement of the functions of the Joltnt Chiefs 7' ' { of Start contained in IrOD Directive 5100.1 reiterated thr.ir
legislative designation as the principal military adviscra 7

to the President, the National Security Council, and tht
Secretary of Defense. It also spoke of them as constituting
tho immediate military staff of the Secretary of Derense,
uorvlng in the chaln of operational command extending from
the Prsaioent to the Secretary of Defense, through the Joint

%I Chiefs of Star, to the commanders of unified and specifled
commando. The Joiiit Chiefs of Staff were to recommend to the

* Stcretnry of' Defense the establishment and force structure ofonJficd and specit'ied commands and the assignment to the
military departmonts of responsibility for providing support
to such commands; also they were to review the plans and 7
progrnma of commanders of unified and specified commands.The b~slc planning function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff wnsdirectly related to the operational command responsibility

by thr tollowing provision of the DOD directive:t

To prepare etrategic plans and provide for the
7 1 utrnte•.ic direction of the armed forces, including

the dirention of operations conducted by commanders
or untl3ied and specified commands and the discharge

* of any other function of ccmmand for clch commands
dir(:ct(:d by the Secretar, af Defense.

The remaining functions of the Joint Chiefs or Staff
were stated to be: (1) prepare integrated logistic plans
and plans ror military mobilization, (2) review major
p..roonnel, materiel, and logistic requirements of tho armed
Iorecs' in relation to strategic and logistic plane, (3)
7 rcommend the assignment of primary responsibility for snny
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. unetioni or the %Nrmed forces requiring sucli determination
and the tranafer, reassigraeiint, abolition, or cosolidation i
or such funuion, (4) provide joint into l,,,nce for useI

•within the Department of Defense, (5) establish doctrine*fro unified operationsa nd trailning and for coordination of :
the military education of members oe the ,s•ed forces, oprovide the Secrete 'y of Defense with statements of mil tary

rtdquirmentn and stfr tegic guidance for use In the dcvelopmont
or budgetn, ioreign military aid programs, itnduntril mobrlia s
thon pltnh, ani protrems of sef entifi( research and develop-
mfrnto (7) u iartcdpate as directed, in dhe preparation of'
combined p end u'or.Ma tary action In monjunction with theaoe
nrmcd i'or|cet on other nationa, and (8) provide nthe Undeloa

States representation on the Military Staff Committee of the
UInited Nationn and, when authorized, on other military staffs,
boards, councils, and missions.

Development ot the Joint Staff Subseauent to 1958

No major reorganiuLtion of the Joint Chiefs of Staffr-.
took plae after 1958. Nevertheless, the structure of the
Grn-m,1zatlon or the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1969 (See
(Chart IX) dit'Vered in some respects from that of 1959. "
It continued to evolve in response to the enlarged rol of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a military staff supporting the
Secretnry of Defense. The Joint Chiefs of Staff approved
various procedural changes, dusZ.tied to implement fully 'the-
legislative prnvision that the loint Staff should "operate
alont; conventional staff lines." Also, th6 Chairman directed i't
vucctnnivn changes that gtnerally followed a pattern of ,
connolldition or4 furocttons within the Joint Staff directorotes,
with a correspondling reduction in the number of separate
ng ncis reporting to the Director, Joint Staff. -'

Among the more important changes, the National Military
Command Center :eme into operation in !962, outside the Jcint
Strwtf but under the supervision of the Director for Opprotluns,
J1; the 3-2 Tntet.•lience Directorate was d tsentablilubed ott
I July 1963, ito functions and reoponsibilitien being assumed
by the Defense Intolllgence.Agency; the Joint Strategic Survey
Council, last major agency of the committee type dating from
World War II, was dlaf'stablished effective 31 July 196,4.

All changes in the organization were effected under the
stnt.utory limit on the size of the Joint Staff mnd thus
occurred mainly in other elements or the organization, with
the approval of the Secretary of Defense.
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ITho chatimeo 111 the' Staratuas ot the Orgaralumtloq o1 UwthJOlfat Cihiers of' Statr that have taken place since 1 Jun. 14)84 aro reflected In the tollowing charts Mharts Vito Ville
F ~and JX).
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